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_B y the Commission: 


agreed upon and issued a tentative plan of 
the consolidation of the — oo 
ntinentat United States, and having give 
oa due publicity and notice, including notice 
thereof to the governor of each State, also notice 
of hearings to be held by the commission seente 
to said tentative-plan, and having in * 1rsuance 0 
said notices, at various times and places, ee 
éeeded to hear all persons who filed or presente 
objections thereto, -tegether with anv and all = 
sons making known their desire to ‘¢ heard, = 
said hearings having been fully cor ~'1ded and the 
record closed, the commission does now proceed » 
prepare and adopt a plan as herc “ter set — 
for such consolidation of the railway sroperties 0 


Ts commission having, on August 3, 1921, 


continental United States into 2 mited num- 
of systems, ali as required by ction 5 (4) 
and (5) of the interstate commerce” ~ ™. oe 
Our plan does not at present co~ a complete 
efliocation of terminal properties nee 
trunk lines. Generally speaking, t” ‘minal rail- 
road properties, wherever locate bree sang 
fall into the aggregation of termi roperties o 
which they are a part. We thin): : consolida- 
tions should be aceompanied by t ‘fication of 
all terminal lines in the respective rinals. All 
terminal properties should be thr open to all 
users on fair and equal terms so * very indus- 
try on whatever. rails located she 2 access to 
all lines radiating from that ter and every 
line carrier reaching that termir | similarly 
‘Have access to all terminal tracks \ the termi- 
nal area. As our reports show, f : access to 
terminals has raised questions ated. with 
such terms as reciprocal switchi: orption of 
switching charges, switching of ¢ ive traffic, 
favored zones, and switching © ompetitive 
traffic, and with uajust discrimi) and undue 
preferences. The unification of ul proper- 
ties everywhere should put an o sputes of 
this character -to the advantage f all rail- 
roads and all users of railroads. nterest of 
efficient and economical opera’ the free 
movement of traffic, restrictio rvice and 
discrimination in charges which ‘isen from 
differences in local terminal situ vuld cease 
to be a feature of railroad oper 
The cases which have been br« ur atten- 


tion from time te time during ‘ vears, re- 
ferred to above, show wide varia he condi- 


tions attendant upon terminal © in differ- 
ent cities. A complete survey er all termi- 
nals would no deubt show still ¢ ety than 
that indicated by these cases. Ir of such a 
great variety in circumstances ° ons, it is 
impracticable to prescribe in < miversal 
rule for terminal railroad un 1 opera- 
tion. Each terminal and the p) ‘rving it 
must be studied in the light of ‘ar facts 
and a practical solution wo? ‘ith due 
regard to the property and « s of all 
owners and users. This is the first in- 


stance of the carriers serving al. We 


expect to deal with these situ 2 extent 
that they are connected with r vlicants 
when we shall have occasion t: rticular 
applications to consolidate, an: refrain 
from allocating in the prese: various 
terminal properties not sp ntioned 
herein. For present purposes treated 
as independent systems, subj rouping 
as shown to be in the public ‘ 

Under the act -any plan of i which 
may be adopted shall preserve as fully 
as. possible. In order that th: in pro- 
posed, or any others that m 1, may 

. properly perform ‘the functi: xy Con- 
gress and that competition : ‘ved as 
required, they must. be. indep as well 
as in‘name. The continuatio of in- 
tersystem ‘interests directly \rough 
holding companies, stock. ow rwise, 
will be inconsistent with th neces- 
sary to true competition. C 2fore, 
be expected to observe ‘this 1 sub- 
mitting proposals for conso!’ roper- 
ate in establishing the desir - 

In order to fully effectur f the 
plan, certain trackage righ’ v be- 
tween the systems, and w: inder 
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CONSOLIDATION OF RAILROADS 


In the Matter of Consolidation of the Railway Properties 
of the United States Into a Limited Number of Systems 


Pursuant to section 5 of the Interstate Commerce Act, plan adopted for Consolidation of the Rail- 
~~ of Continental United States into a Limited Number of Systems as Stated in the Renort. 


Plan | of the Commission 


; each system the principal instances of this kind. 


Wherever in this report a railway property is 
named, unless an exception is specifically named, 
it is intended to and shall be understood as includ- 
ing all subsidiary owned, controlled, leased, or 
operated lines. 


We are making no suggestions regarding muni- 
cipal or other publicly owned railroads. Any of 
such roads that desire to have us give them con- 
sideration may make representations in their 
own behalf in connection with annlications af- 
fecting terminals or other consolidations when 
the same may be presented to us. For present 
purposes we are listing them as independent 
systems. 

We have not snecifically mentioned water car- 
riers. Where these carriers are now controlled by 
carriers. by rail thev will be considered as being 
included in the svstems in which the controlling 
rail carrier has been included. 


In a matter of this maenitude in scone and com- 
plexity in detail, even after the most car-ful study 
and the fullest and freest interchange of views by 
those charged with the duty of vreparing this 
plan; there must remain many differene>s of opin- 
ion as to'the several comnonent narts. both large 
and small, comry‘:o4 in the fthal result. Such is 
here the case. While a clear maioritv of us, al- 
though not alwavs the same maieritv, have agreed 

‘as to each nart of the plan prenosed. not all of us 

have agreed as fo all its parts, but all concur in the 
result. Some of us deem it helnful now to exnress 
individual views. as ta narts of the nlan. Others 
feel that their individual expressions may usefully 
be deferred wntil the time fer action looking to- 
ward the ultimate offe-tnation of the actual con- 
solidations as nrovided by the act. Section 5 (5) 
nrovides that after w have adopted a nlan. as we 
here do, we mav, either upon our own motion or 
unon application. reopen the matter for such 
changes or mo7'fentions as in our indement will 
promote the nublic interest. Such annlications will 
afford oppor‘ nity for further consideration upon 
adequate and recent records of the various parts 
of the plan. 

We find and dont the following nlen for the 
consolidatian cf railway nroperties of the conti- 
nental United States into a limited number of 
systems: 





System No. 1—Boston and Maine |. 





Roston and Maine Railroad. 

Delaware and Hudson Camnpanv. 

Rangor and Aroostook Railroad Company. 

Maine Central Railroad Company. 

The St. Johnsbury and Lake Champlain Railroad 
Company. 

Rutland Railroad Comnanv—O. & L. C. Division, 
Rouses Point to Oerdensbure. 

Montpelier & Wells River Railroad. 

Wilkes Barre Cor>orting Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). 

Monson Railroad Comnany. 

Kennehee Centre] Railroad Company. 

Knox Railroad Comnany. 

Wiscasset. Waterville & Farmington Railroad 
Company. ! 

Lime Rock Railroad Company. 

Hoosac Tunnel and Wilmington Railroad Company. 

Suncook Valley Railroad. 

Berlin Mills Railroad Company. 

Middleburgh and Schoharie Rail Road. 

Hardwick and Woodbury Railroad Company.. . 

Barre arid Chelsea Railroad Company. 

Bridgton and Saco Railroad Company. 

Sandy River and Rangeley Lake Railroad. 

Boston, Revere Beach and Lynn Railroad Com- 
pany. 


Troy Union Railroad Company (undivided two- - 


thirds interest). 

Mt. Washington Railway Company. ‘ 

The Clarendon and Pittsford Railroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

Woodstock Railway Company (undivided one-half 
interest) . $ 7 

Lake Champlain and Moriah Rail Road Company. 





| System No. 2—New Haven | 


The New York, New Haven and Hartford Rail- 
road Company. 

New York, Ontario and Western Railway Com< 
pany. 

The New York Connecting Rail Rroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

The Lehigh and Hudson River Railway Company. 

Lehigh and New England Railroad Company. 

South Manchester Railroad Compaiy. 

Fore River Railroad Corporation. 

Moshassuck Valley Railroad Company. 

The Narragansett Pier Railroad Company. 

Wood River Branch Railroad Company. 


Grafton and Upton Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). 


System No. 3—New York Central 


The New York Central Railroad Company. 
including: 
Boston and Albany Railroad. 
The Michigan Central Railroad Company. 
The Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis Railroad Company. 

The Cincinnati Northern Railroad Company. 
The Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railroad Com- 


pany. 
Evansville, Indianapolis and Terre Haute 
Railway Company. 
and: 
The Virginian Railway Company. 
The Ulster and Delaware Railroad Company. 
Rutland Railroad Company, except O. & L. C. 
Division. 
Boyne City, Gaylord and Alpena Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Bristol Railroad Company. 
The Clarendon and Pittsford Railroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 
Grafton and Upton Railroad Company. , 
Chicago, Attica and Southern Railroad Company. 
The Federal Valley Railroad Company. 
Fonda, Johnstown and Gloversville Railroad 
Company. 
Glenfield and Western Railroad Company. 
Grasse River Railroad Corporation. 
Lake Erie, Franklin and Clarion Railroad Com- 
pany. 
The Lakeside and Marblehead Railroad Company. 
The Lowville and Beaver River Railroad Company, 
The Marcellus and Otisco Company, Inc. 
Norwood and St. Lawrence Railroad Company. 
Skaneateles Railroad Company. 
Dexter and Northern Railroad Company. 
-Campbell’s Creek Railroad Company. 
Kelley’s Creek and Northwestern Railroad Com< 
pany. 
Kelley’s Creek Railroad Company. 
The Lorain and Southern Railroad Company. 
Fulton Chain Railway Company. 
Cambria and Indiana Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-third interest). 
Central Indiana Railway Company (undivided one- 
half interest). 
Cherry Tree and Dixonville Railroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 
The Fairport, Painesville and Eastern Railroad 
Company (undivided one-third interest). 
Genessee and Wyoming Railroad: Company -(un- 
divided one-fifth interest). a 
Lake Erie and Pittsburgh Railway Company. (un- 
divided one-half interest). 
The Lake Terminal Railroad Company (undivided . 
‘ one-fourth interest). . 
Muncie and Western Railroad Company’ (indie 
vided one-third interest). 
McKeesport Connecting Railroad Company (une 
divided one-third interest). : 
Beaver Valley Railroad Company (undivided one- ° 
half interest). 3 
Indiana Northern Railway Company (undivided 
one-fourth interest). 
The Lake Erie and Fort Wayne Railroad Company 
‘(undivided one-third interest). 
South Buffalo Railway Company (undivided one- 
sixth interest). 
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Troy Union Railroad Company (undivided one- 

_ third interest). 

The Owasco River Railway. 

The Monongahela Railway Company (undivided 
one-third interest). — 

Pittsburgh, Chartiers & Youghiogheny Railway 
Company (undivided one-half interest). 

Half interest in line of Virginian between Gilbert 
and Mullens, W. Va. 


System No, 4—Pennsylvania 


The Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

The Long Island Railroad Company. 

West Jersey and Seashore Railroad Company. 

Baltimore, Chesapeake and Atlantic Railway Com- 
pany. 

Wilkes Barre Connecting Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). 

The New York Connecting Rail Road Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

The New York and Long Branch Railroad Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). 

Arcade and Attica Railroad Corporation. 

Bellefonte Central Railroad Company. 

Coudersport and Port Alleghany Railroad Com- 
pany. 

The East Broadtop Railroad and Coal Company. 

Hickory Valley Railroad Company. ; 4 

The Huntington and Broad Top Mountain Rail- 
road and Coal Company. 

Kane and Elk Railroad Company. 

Kishkacouquillas Valley Railroad Company. 

Ligonier Valley Railroad Company. 

Marion Railway Corporation. 

Maryland and Delaware Coast Railway Company. 

The Pittsburgh, Lisbon and Western Railroad 
Company. 

The Pittsburgh and Susquehanna Railroad Com- 


pany. 
Sheffield and Tionesta Railway Company. 
Youngstown and Ohio River Railroad Company. 
The Stewardstown Railroad Company. 
Strasburg Railroad Company. 
Susquehanna River and Western Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Tuscarora Valley Railroad Company. 
The Washington, Brandywine and Point Lookout 
Railroad Company. 
The Winfield Railroad Company. 
Dents Run Railroad Company. 
Donora Southern Railroad Company. 
Alliquippa and Southern Railroad Company. 
Chesapeake Beach Railway Company. 
Pennsylvania and Atlantic Railroad Company. 
Scootac Railway Company. 
The Monongahela Railway Company (undivided 
one-third interest). 
Cambria and Indiana Railroad Company (undi- 
‘vided one-third interest). 
Central Indiana Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). 
Cherry Tree and Dixonville Railroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). . 
Cumberland and Pennsylvania Railroad Company 
(undivided one-third interest). 
Wilkes Barre Connecting Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). 
Genessee and Wyoming Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-fifth interest). 
Lake Erie and Pittsburgh Railway Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). ; 
Muncie and Western Railroad Company (undi- 
. .wided one-third interest). a 
Etna and Montrose Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). a 
Johnstown and Stony Creek Rail Road (undivided 
‘one-half interest). 
McKeesport Connecting Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-third interest). 
New Haven and Dunbar Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). ; 
Beaver Valley Railroad Company (undivided one- 
half interest). 

Conemaugh and Black Lick Railroad Company 
“(undivided one-half interest). , 
Steelton and Highspire Railroad Company (undi- 

vided one-half interest). 
Indiana Northern Railway Company (undivided 
one-fourth interest). 


Lake Erie and Fort Wayne Railroad Company (un- 


_divided one-third interest). 

Patapsco and Back Rivers Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-third interest). 

Benwood and Wheeling Connecting Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-third interest). 

South Buffalo Railway Company (undivided one- 
sixth interest). 

Baltimore and Eastern Railroad Company. 

The Ohio River and Western Railway Company. 

Western Allegheny Railroad Company. 

Pittsburgh, Chartiers & Youghiogheny Railway 
Company (undivided one-half interest). 


| _ System No. 5—Baltimore & Ohio | 


The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company. 

Reading Company. ; 

The Central Railroad Company of New Jersey. 

Buffalo and Susquehanna Railroad Corporation. 

Atlantic City Railroad Company. 

The Staten Island Rapid Transit Railway Com- 
pany. 

Perkiomen Railroad Company. 

Port Reading Railroad Company. 

The Chicago and Alton Railroad Company. 

Buffalo, Rochester and Pittsburgh Railway Com- 
pany. 

Detroit, Toledo and Ironton Railroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 


The Detroit and Toledo Shore Line Railroad Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). 

Chicago, Indianapolis and Louisville Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). 

Trackage rights over Western Maryland between 
Shippensburg, Pa., and Cherry Run, W. Va. 

The Sharpsville Railroad Company. 

Castleman River. Railroad Company. 

Chestnut Ridge Railway Company. 

Cornwall Railroad Company. ; 

The Kansas and Sidell Railroad Company. 

Maryland aftd Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

Mount Hope Mineral Railroad Company. 

Mount Jewett, Kinzue and Riterviile Railroad 
Company. 

The New York and Long Branch Railroad Com- 
pany ( undivided one-half interest). 

Quakertown and Bethlehem Railroad Company. 

Rahway Valley Company. 

Raritan River Rail Road Company. 

Stone Harbor Railroad Company. 

The Tuckerton Railroad Company. 

Philadelphia and Beach Haven Railroad Company. 

The Ursina and North Fork Railway Company. 

Upper Merion and Plymouth Railroad Company. 

The Valley Railroad Company. 

Washington Run Railroad Company. 

West Virginia Northern Railroad Company. 

Wharton and Northern Railroad Company. 

Wildwood and Delaware Bay Short Line Railroad 
Company. 

The Yale Short Line Railroad Company. 

Preston Railroad Cempany. 

The Buffalo Creek and Gauley Railroad Company. 

Rowlesburg and Southern Railroad Company. 

Strouds Creek and Muddlety Railroad Company. 

West Virginia Midland Railway Company. 

Winchester and Western Railroad Company. 

The Brownstone and Middletown Railroad Com- 


pany. é 

Tionesta Valley Railway Company. 

The Monongahela Railway Company (undivided 
one-third interest). 

Cambria and Indiana Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-third interest). 

Cumberland and Pennsylvania Railroad Company 
(undivided one-third interest). 

The Fairport, Painesville and Eastern Railroad 
Company (undivided one-third interest). 

Genessee and Wyoming Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-fifth interest). 

The Ironton Railroad Company (undivided one- 
half interest). 

Northampton and Bath Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). 

The Lake Terminal Railroad Company (undivided 
one-fourth interest). 

Etna and Montrose Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). 

Johnstown and Stony Creek Rail Road (undivided 
one-half interest) ® 

McKeesport Conecting Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-third interest). 

New Haven and Dunbar Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). 

Conemaugh and Blaek Lick Railroad Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

Steelton and Highspire Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). 

Patapsco and Back Rivers Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-third interest). 

Benwood and Wheeling Connecting Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-third interest). 

Philadelphia, Bethlehem and New England Rail- 
road Company (undivided one-half interest). 

South Buffalo Railway Company (undivided one- 
sixth interest). 


System No. 6—Chesapeake 
& Ohio-Nickel Plate 


The Chesapeake and Ohio Railway Company (ex- 
cluding Chesapeake and Ohio Railway Company 
of Indiana). 

The Hocking Valley Railroad Company. 

Pere Marquette Railway Company. 

Erie Railroad Company (including Chicago and 
Erie Railroad Company, New York, Susque- 
hanna and Western Railroad Company, and New 
Jersey and New York Railroad Company). 

The Delaware, Lackawanna and Western Rail- 
road Company. 

The New York, Chicago, and St. Louis Railroad 
Company. 

Bessemer and Lake Erie Railroad Company. 

The Pittsburg and Shawmut Railroad Company. 

Chicago and Illinois Midland Railway Company. 

Jacksonville and Havana Railroad Company. 

Chicago, Springfield and St. Louis Railway Com- 
pany. 

Alton and Eastern Railroad Company. 

The Detroit and Toledo Shore Line Railroad Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). Ss 

Also the following trackage rights: 

Over the Baltimore and Ohio from Dayton, 
Ohio, to Hamilton and Cincinnati, Ohio, 
and Indianapolis, Ind. 

Over the Southern from Orange, Va., to Po- 
tomac Yards, Va. 

Over the Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago, and 
St. Louis, and Baltimore and Ohio, from 
Rushville, Ind., to Louisville, Ky. 

Over the Louisville and Nashville from Lex- 

_ ington, Ky., to Louisville. 

Arcadia and Betsey River Railway Company. 

The Dansville and Mount Morris Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Delaware Valley Railway Company. 

Detroit and Mackinac Railway Company. 

Detroit, Caro and Sandusky Railway Company. 

East Jordan and Southern Railroad Company. 

Manistee and North-Eastern Railroad Company, 

Middletown and Unionville Railroad Company. 

Morristown and Erie Railroad Company. 

New York and Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 


ia of Railroads 


ons 
" 
Aberdeen and & 





Port Huron and Detroit Railroad Company. 
Prattsburg Railway Corporation. 

Sterling Mountain Railway Company. 
Unadilla Valley Railway Company. 

Unity Railways Company. 

West Pittston-Exeter Railroad Company. 
The Kanawha Central Railway Company. 


Winifrede Railroad Company. 

Kanawha, Glen Jean and. Eastern Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Ludington:and Northern Railway. 

The Euclid Railroad Company. 

East Kentucky Southern Railway Company. 

Brooksville and Ohio River Railroad Company. 

Big Sandy.and Kentueky River Railway Company, 

Morehead and North. Fork Railroad Company. 

Nelson and Albemarle Railroad Company. 

Virginia Central Railway. 

Half interest in line-of Virginian between Gilbert 
and Mullens, W. Va. 

The Buffalo Creek Railroad. Company (undivided 
one-half interest). 

The Fairport, Painesville and Eastern Railroad 
Company (undivided one-third interest). 

Genessee and Wyoming Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-fifth interest). 

Northampton and Bath Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). 

The Lake Terminal Railroad Company (undivided 
one-fourth interest). 

Muncie and Western Raitroad Company (undi- 
vided one-third interest). 

Lake Erie and Fort Wayne Railroad Company 
(undivic> 1 one-third interest). 

South Buffalo Railway Company (undivided one- 
sixth interest). 


| System No. 7—Wabash-Seaboard | 


Wabash Railroad: Company. 
Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. ; 
The Wheeling and Lake Erie Railway Company. 
The Pittsburc> and West Virginia Railway Com- 
any. 
Western Marv'and Railway Company. 
The Akron, Canton and ¥oungstown Railway 
Company. 
Toledo, Peor'2 ind Western Railroad. 
Ann Arbor Rea‘'road Company. ° 
Chesapeake ard Ohio. Railway Company of In< 
diana. 
New Jersey, Indiana and Illinois Railroad Com- 
any. 
Manistique and Lake Superior Railroad Company. 
Norfolk and ¥-stern Railway Cempany. 
Seaboard Air '.'ne Railway Cempany. 
Detroit, Toicdo and Irenten Railroad Company 
(undivided o> >-half interest). 
Also the follov'~¢ trackage rights: 
Over the Pennsylvania from Logansport to 
Effner, “nd. 
Over the Grand Trunk, Ashley to Muskegon, 
Mich. 
ne Reading between Shippenburg and 
virg, Pa. 
! -ansylvania frem Harrisburg to . 
Pa: 
the Renting from Rockville to 
kw od, Pa. 
Over the Reading from South Bethlehem to 
Philadetr ia, Pa. 
Over the 1’ -nnsylvania frem Delphos, Ohio, 
to Fort \“ayne, Ind. 
The Chat. Railroad Company. 
East Ber’'- Railroad Company. 
Emmitsbure Railread Company. 
Susquchar>: and New ¥York Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Williamsport and North Branch Railway 
Compan. 
Chesar >: Western Railway. 
Valley R’ver Railroad. 
Big Serdy and Cumberland Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Franklin 
pany. 
Marion and tye.-VaHey Railway Company. 
Virginia Sov'hern Rai Company. 
Cumber':::” ond Pennsylvania Railroad Com<- 
pany ‘un vided ene-third interest). 
The Buffalo Cr Railroad Company (undivided 
— inte) 
enessee 


r1 Pittsylvania Railway Com- 


Wyoming Railroad Company 
one-fifth interest). 
on Railroad Company (undivided 
>rest). 
‘minal Railroad Company (un- 
“ourth interest). 
' Gack Rivers Railroad Company 
one-third interest). 
' Wheeling Connecting Railway 
undivided one-third interest). 
ad Bethlehem and New England 
Railroad “omnany (undivided one-half in- 
terest). 
South Pufalo Railway Company (undivided 
} ‘arest). 

‘fish Railroad Company. 
Bennettsville and Cheraw Railroad Company. 
Birmingham and Southeastern Railroad Company, 
Buffalo, Union-Carolina Railroad. 

Cape Fear Railways Ine. . 

Cliffside Railroad Company. 

Carolina and N :castern Railroad Company. 
Durham and Southern Railway Company. 
Edgemoor and Manetta Railway. 

Piedmont and Northern Railway Company. 

The Georgia Southwestern and Gulf Railroad 

Company. 

Greenville and Northern Railway Company. 
High Point, Thomasville and Denton Railroad 

Company. ; 

Lawndale Railway and Industrial Company. 
Macon, Dublin and Savannah Railroad Company. 
Maxton, Alma and Southbound Railroad Company. 
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Moore Central Railway Company. 

St. Marys Railroad Company. 

Atlantic and Yadkin Railway Company. 

The Townsville Railroad Company. — 

Virginia Southern Railroad Company. — 

Warrenton Rail Road Company. 

McRay Terminal Raitway. 

Tampa Northern Railroad Company. 

Interstate Railroad Company (undivided one-half 
interest). 

Chatham Terminal Company (undivided one-half 
interest). 

Winston-Salem. Southbound Railway 

(undivided one-half interest). 

St. Louis and Hannibal Railroad Company. 


System No. 8—Atlantic Coast Line 


Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company. 

Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company. 

The Nashville, Chattanooga and St. Louis Rail- 
way. 

Clinchfield Railroad Company. ; 

Atlanta, Birmingham and. Coast, Railroad Com- 


Company 


any. : fn oi 

Gulf, Mobile and Northern Railroad Company. 

New Orleans Great Northern Railroad Company. 

Chicago, Indianapolis and Louisville Railway. Com- 
pany (undivided ene-feurth interest). 

Winston-Salem Southbound. Railway Company 
(undivided one-half interest) . 

Alabama and Western Florida Railroad Company. 

Alabama, Floridan and Gulf Railroad Company. 

Alcolu Railroad Company. ¥ 

Apalachicola Northern Railroad Company. 

Artemus-Jellico Railroad Company. 

Ashland Railway Company. 

Atlantic and Carolina Railroad Company. 

Charleston and Western Carolina Railway Com- 
any. Z : 

Cohuabie; Newberry and Laurens Railroad Com- 


ny. 
Elberton and Eastern Railroad Company. 

Live Oak, Perry and Gulf Railroad Company. 
Rockingham Railroad Company. _ 

Virginia and Carolina Southern Railroad Company. 


. Beaufort County Lumber Company Railroad. 


Black Mountain Raiiway Company. 


- Bonhomie and Hattiesburg Southern Railroad 


Company. ; 
The Carolina Seuthern Railway Company. 


~ Carolina Western Raitread. 


Carrolton and Werthvitle Railroad Company. 
Chattahoochee Valley Railway Company. 


. East Carolina Railway. 


Flemingsburg and Nerthern Railroad Company. 
Hampton and Branchville Railroad Company. 


Kentucky, Rockcastle and Cumberland Railroad 


Company. , 
Laurinburg and Seutheran Railroad Company. 
The Mammoth Cave Railroad Company. 
Manistee and Repten Railroad Company, Ine. 
The Marianna and -Bleuntstown “Railroad Com- 
pany. 


. Milstead Railroad Company. 


Lakeland Railway. ; 
Mississippi and Western Railroad Company. 


- Mississippi Centrat Railroad Company. 


Mississippi Export Railroad Company. 

Mountain Central Railway Company. 

Nashville and Atlantic Railroad Company. 

Northwestern Railread Company of South Caro- 
lina. 


Norton and Northern Railway. ° 


_ Ohio and Kentucky Railway Company. 


Roaring Fork Railread Company. 
Rockcastle River Railway Company. 


_ Savannah and Atlanta Railway. 


Tennessee, Alabama and Georgia Railway. 

The Tuskegee Raitroad Company. 

Washington and Lincolnton Railroad Company. 

Wilmington, Brunswick and Southern Railroad 
Company. ; 


’ Belt Line Railway Company. 


Savannah River Terminal Company. | 
Port St. Joe Dock and Terminal Railway Com- 
pany. 


System No. 9—Southern 


Southern Railway Company (excluding Mobile and 
Ohio Railroad Co.}, 
- Norfolk Southern Raitroad Company. 
Tennessee Central Railway Company (portion 
. Nashville to Harriman). 
Florida East Coast Railway Company. 
Chicago, Indianapelis and Louisville Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-fourth interest). 
Alabama and Northwestern Railroad Company. 
Appalachian Railway Company. 
Atlantic and Western Railroad Company. 
Augusta Northern Raitway. 
Bamberg, Ehrhardt and Walterboro Railway 
Company. f - 
Carolina and Northwestern Railway Company. 
Dover and South Bound Railroad Company. 
Due West Railway. 
East Tennessee and Western North Carolina Rail- 
road Company. 
Elkin and Alleghany Railroad Company. 
Frankfort and Cincinnati Railway Company. 
- The Gainesville and Northwestern Railroad Com- 


pany. 
- Gainesville: Midland Raifway. 

Georgia and Florida Raifroad. 
-Graham County Raitroad Company. 
Hartwell Railway Company. 

Lancaster and Chester Railway Company. 
- Linville River Raitway Company. 

The Little River Railroad Company. 


Ke 
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e Trans Florida Central Railroad Company. 

The Mobile and Gulf Railroad Company. | 

Morgan and Fentress Railway Company. 

Oneida and Western RaiHroad Company. 

Pearl River Valley Railroad Company. 

Pickens Railroad Company. 

Pigeon River Railroad Company. 

The South Georgia Railway Company. 

Sumpter and Choctaw Railway Company. 

Tennessee Railroad Company. 

Tennessee North Carolina Railway Company. 

Tennesssee, Kentucky and Northern Railroad 
Company. 

Tuckaseeree and Southeastern Railway Company. 

Virginia Blue Ridge Railway. 

Ware Shoals Railroad Comnany. 

Cincinnati, Burnside and Cumberland River Rail- 
way Comnanv. 

Ferdinand Railroad Company. 

Louisville, New Albany and Corydon Railroad 
Comnany. 

Interstate Railroad Company (undivided one-half 
interest). ; 





| System No. 10—Illinois Central 





Tilinois Central Railroad Comnany. 

Gulf and Ship Island Railroad Comnany. 

The Yazoo and Mississippi Valley: Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Batesville Southwestern Railroad. 

Central of Georvia Railway Comnany. 

Louisville and Wadley Railroad Company. 

Svlvania Central Railway Company. 

Wadley Southern Railway Company. 

Wrightsville and Tennille Railroad Comnany. 

The Minneanolis and St. Louis Railroad Company. 

Tennessee Certral Railway Company (Nashville 
to Hopkinsville). 

St. Louis Sonthwestern Railway Comnany. 

St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company of 


Texas. 

Louisiana Railway and Navigation Company of 
Texas. 

Atlanta and Saint Andrews Bay Railway Com- 


pany. 

Bowdon Railwav Company. 

Cadiz Railroad Comnany. 

Canton and Carthage Rajlroad Company. 

Collins and Glenville Railroad. 

Fernwood, Columbia and Gul Railroad Company. 

Flint River and Northeastern Railroad Company. 

The Georgia Northern Railway Company. 

Garyville Northern Railroad Comvany. 

Georgia, Asburn, Sylvester and Camilla Railway 
Company. 

Mississippi and Skuna Valley Railroad Company. 

Mississippi Southern Railroad. 

The Natchez, Columbia and Mobile Railroad Com- 
pany. 

New Orleans, Natalbany and Natchez Railway 
Company. 

Sandersville Railroad Company. 

Shearwood Railway Company. 

Smithonia and Dunlap Railroad Company. 

Talbotton Railroad Company. 

Kosciusko and South Eastern Rail Road Co. 

Chatham Terminal Company (undivided one-half 
interest). 

Blytheville, Leachville and Arkansas Southern 

+ Railroad Company. 

Deering Southwestern Railway. 

Fordyce and Princeton R. R. Co. 

Gideon and North Island Railread Company. 

Jefferson and Northwestern Railway Company. 

The Louisiana and North West Railway Company. 

Paris and Mt. Pleasant Railroad Co. 

Shreveport, Houston and Guif Railroad Company. 

Tremont and Gulf Railway Company. 

The La Salle and Bureau County Railroad Com- 
pany. 





System No. 11—Chicago and 
North Western 








Chicago and North Western Railway Company. 

Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha Rail- 
way Company. 

Chicago and Eastern Illinois Railway Company. 

Mobile and Ohio Railroad Company. 

Columbus and Greenville Raitway Company. 

Lake Superior and Ishpeming Railroad Company. 

Cazenovia Southern Railroad Company. 

Hillsboro and North-Eastern Railway Company. 

Mineral Point and Northern Railway Company. 

The North and South Railway Company. 

Superior and Southeastern Railway Company. 

Sioux City Bridge Company. 

Northwestern Coal Railway Company. 

Alabama Central Railway. 

Birmingham. Selma and Mebile Railroad Company. 

DeKalb and Western Railroad Company. 

Mississippi and Alabama Railroad Company. 

Mississippi Eastern Railroad Company. 


’ Jefferson Southwestern Railroad Company. 


Litchfield and Madison Railway Company. 


System No. 12—Great Northern- 


Northern Pacific 





Great Northern Railway Company. 

Northern Pacific Railway Company. 

Farmers Grain and Shipping Company. 

Minnesota and International Railway Company. 

Gilmore and Pittsburgh Railread Company, Ltd. 
’ Spokane, Portland and Seattle Railway Company. 

Oregon Trunk Railway. 

Oregon Electric Railway Company. 
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United Railways Company. 

Butte, Anaconda and Pacific Railway Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

Gales Creek and Wilson River Railroad Company. 

Hartford Eastern Railway Company. 

Hill City Railway Company. 

Minneapolis and Rainy River Railway Company. 

Minneapolis, Red Lake and Manitoba Railway 
Company. . 

Minnesota, Dakota and Western Railway Com- 
pany. 

Montana Western Railway Co. 

Montana, Wyoming and Southern Railroad Com- 
pany. + 

Puget Sound and Cascade Railway Company. 

The Waterville Railway Company. 

Washington Western Railway Company. 

Camas Prairie Railroad Company (undivided one- 
half interest). , 

Cowlitz, Chehalis and Cascade Railway (undivided 
one-third interest). 

Newaukum Valley Railroad Company (undivided 
one-third interest). . 

Craig Mountain Railway Company (undivided one- 
half interest). 

Duluth and Northeastern Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). 

Longview, Portland and Northern Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). 

Nezperce and Idaho Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). , 

Oregon, California and Eastern Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). 

Washington, Idaho and Montana Railway Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

Columbia and Cowlitz Railway Company. 


| : System No. 13—Milwaukee | 


Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad 
Company. 

Chicago, Milwaukee and Gary Railway Company. 

White Sulphur Springs and Yellowstone Park 
Railway Company. : : 

Duluth, Missabe and Northern Railway Company. 

The Duluth and Iron Range Rail Road Company. 

Butte, Anaconda and Pacific Railway Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

Trackage rights over Spokane, Portland and Seat- 
tle Railway, from Portland, Oreg., to Spokane, 
Wash. . 

Copper Range Railroad Company. 

Eseanaba and Lake Superior Railroad Company. 

Marinette, Tomahawk and Western Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Midland Continental Railroad. 

Port Angeles Western Railroad Company. 

Port Townsend and Puget Sound Railway Com- 
pany. 

Ontonagon Railroad Company. 

Davenport, Rock Island and North Western Rail- 
way Company (undivided one-half interest). 
Cowlitz, Chehalis and Cascade Railway (undivided 

one-third interest). : 

Duluth and Northeastern Railroad Company (un- 
divided one-half interest). 

Newaukum Valley Railroad Company (undivided 
one-third interest). 

Washington, Idaho, and Montana Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). 


| System No. 14—Burlington | 


Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railroad Com- 
pany. 

The Colorado and Southern Railway Company. 

Fort Worth and Denver City Railroad Company. 

Quincy, Omaha and Kansas City Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Green Bay and Western Railroad Company. 

The Ahnapee and Western Railway Company. 

Kewaunee, Greén Bay and Western Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Company. 

Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Company of 
Texas. 

The Trinity and Brazos Valley Railway Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 

Bartlett Western Railway. 

Beaver, Meade and Engelwood Railroad Company. 

Bevier and Southern Railroad Company. 

The Colorado and Southeastern Railroad Company. 

The Colorado/and Wyoming Railway Company. 

Eastland, Wichita Falls and Gulf Railroad Com- 
pany. 

The Ettrick and Northern Railroad Company. 

The Galesburg and Great Eastern Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Hooppole, Yorktown and Tampico Railroad Com- 
pany. 

La Crosse and Southeastern Railway Company. 

Lowell and Southern Railroad Company. 

Macomb, Industry and Littleton Railway Com- 
pany. 

Oklahoma City-Ada-Atoka Railway Company. 

Rapid City, Black Hills and Western Railroad 
Company. 

The Robby and Northern Railroad Company. 

Rock Port, Langdon and Northern Railway Com- 
pany. 

Shelby County Railway Company. 

Shelby Northwestern Railway Company. 

Tabor and Northern Railway Company. 

Wyoming Railway Company. 

Hannibal Connecting Railroad Company. 

Winona Bridge Railway Company. 

Davenport, Rock Island and North Western Rail- 
way Company (undivided one-half interest). 
The Great Western Railway Company (undivided 

one-half interest). . 
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System No. 15—Union Pacific | 


Union Pacific Railroad Company. ; 

Los Angeles and Salt Lake Railroad Company. 

Oregon Short Line Railroad Company. 

Oregon-Washington Railroad and Navigation 
Company. _. 

St. Joseph and Grand Island Railway Company. 

The Kansas City Southern Railway Company. 

The Arkansas Western Railway Company. 

Texarkana and Fort Smith Railway Company. 

Utah Railway Company. ° — 

Christie and Eastern Railway Company. 

Great Southern Railroad Company. 

Intermountain Railway Company. 

Laramie, North Park and Western Railroad Com- 
pany. 

The Leavenworth and Topeka Railroad Company. 

Leesville, Slagle and Eastern Railway Company. 

The Mansfield Railway and Transportation Com- 
pany. 

Mount Hood Railroad Company. 

Oklahoma and Rich Mountain Railroad Company. 

Pacific Coast Railroad Company. 

Pacific and Idaho Northern Railway Company. 

Sabine and Neches Valley Railway Company. 

Texas, Oklahoma and Eastern Railroad Company. 

Tonopah and Tidewater Railroad Company. 

Death Valley Railroad Company. 

Union Railroad of Oregon. 

Sumpter Valley Railway Company. ; 

Bingham and Garfield Railway Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). rs 

Camas Prairie Railroad Company (undivided one- 
half interest). ‘ ee 

Cowlitz, Chehalis and Cascade Railway (undivided 
one-third interest). saa 

Newaukum Valley Railroad Company (undivided 
one-third interest). ‘ 

Longview, Portland and Northern Railway Com- 
pany (undivided one-half interest). pm 
Nezperce and Idaho Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). ee . 

. Craig Mountain Railway Company (undivided one- 
half interest). sg 
The Great Western Railway Company (undivided 
one-half interest). : : 
The Big Creek and Telocaset Railroad Company. 


System No. 16—Southern Pacific 


Southern Pacific Company. 
Holton Inter-Urban Railway Company. 
Nevada-California-Oregon Railway. 
Texas and New Orleans Railroad Company. 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company. 
San Diego and Arizona Railway Company. 
Sunset Radway Company (undivided one-half in- 
terest). 
Amador Central Railroad Company. 
Angelina and Neches River Railroad Company. 
Aransas Harbor Terminal Railway. 
Arcata and Mad River Railroad Co. 
Arizona Southern Railroad Company. 
Bucksport and Elk River Railroad Company. 
The California and Oregon Coast Railroad Com- 
any. 
California Central Railroad Company. 
California, Shasta and Eastern Railway Company. 
California Western Railroad and Navigation 
Company. . ; 
Camino, Placerville and Lake Tahoe Railroad 
Company. 
Carlton and Coast Railroad Company. 
Caro Northern Railway Company. 
Cement, Tolenas and Tidewater Railroad Company.. 
Diamond and Caldor Railway Company. 
East Texas and Gulf Railway Company. 
Fredericksburg and Northern Railway Company. 
Groveton, Lufkin and Northern Railway Company. 
Lufkin, Hemphill and Gulf Railway Company. 
Louisiana Southern Railway Company. 
Magma Arizona Railroad Company. 
Mascot and Western Railroad Company. 
McCloud River Railroad Company. 
Minarets and Western Railroad Company. 
Moscow, Camden and San Augustine Railroad. 
Mt. Tamalpais and Muir Woods Railway. 
_ The Nacogdoches and Southeastern Railroad Com- 
pany. ; 
_ Nevada Copper Belt Railroad Company. 
Nevada County Narrow Gauge Railroad Company. 
. Oregon, Pacific and Eastern Railway Company. 
Pacifie Coast Railway Company. 
Pajaro Valley Consolidated Railroad Company. 
Peninsular Railway Company. 
Port [Isabel and Rio Grande Valley Railway. 
Ray and Gila Valley Railroad Company. 
Rio Grande Micolithic and Northern Railway. 
San Joaquin and Eastern Railroad Company. 
Santa Maria Valley Railroad Company. 
Texas Southeastern Railroad Company. 
Tonopah and Goldfield Railroad Company. 
Uvalde and Northern Railway Company. 
Virginia and Truckee Railway. 
Trona Railway Company. 
Waco, Beaumont, Trinity and Sabine Railway 
Company. 
Tucson, Cornelia and Gila Bend Railroad Company. 
Valley and Siletz Railroad Company. 
Ventura County Railway Company. 
Willamette Valley and Coast Railroad Company. 
Yosemite Valley Railroad Company. 
Bay Point and Clayton Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-third interest). 
Eureka-Nevada Railway Company (undivided one- 
half interest). é 
The Nevada Central Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). 


‘ 


erstate Commerce Commission Reports: 


€: 


& 


Nevada Northern Railway Company (undivided 


one-half interest). gel 4 
Oregon, California and Eastern Railway Company 
(undivided one-half interest). 
Yreka Railroad Company. 


es System No. 17—Santa Fe. 


The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany. - : 

Gulf, Colorade and Santa Fe Railway Company. 

Kansas City, Mexico and Orient Railway. Company. 

Kansas City, Mexico apd Orient Raliway Company 
of Texas. 

Panhandle and Santa Fe Railway Company. 

Chicago Great Western Railroad Company. 

Missouri North Arkansas Railway Company. 

Midland Valley Railroad Company. 

The Apache Railway Company. 

Arizona and Swansea Railroad Company. 

The Cimarron and Northwestern Railway Com- 
pany. 

The Colorado-Kansas Railway Company. 

The Garden City Western Railway Company. : 

Gulf, Texas and Western Railway Company. 

Hanover Railway Company. 

Manchester and Oneida Railway Company. 

Minneapolis, Northfield and Southern Railway. 

Minnesota Western Railroad Company. 

The New Mexico Midland Railway Company. 

Osage Railway Company. 

Port Bolivar Iron Ore Railway Company. 

The Rio Grande Eastern Railway Corporation. 

Rock Island Southern Railway Co. 

Santa Fe Northwestern Ry. Co. 

Sierra Railway Company of California. 

Verde Tunnel and Smelter Railroad Company. 

Helena Southwestern Railroad Company. 

Bay Point and Clayton Railroad Company (undi- 
vided one-third interest). 


System No. 18—Missouri Pacific 


Missouri Pacific Railroad Company. 

New Orleans and Lower Coast Railroad Company. 

New Orleans, Texas and Mexico Railway Com- 
pany. 

The Beautmont, Sour Lake and Western Railway 
Company. 

International-Great Northern Railroad Company. 

New Iberia and Northern Railroad Company. 

The Orange and Northwestern Railroad Com- 
pany. 

East St. Louis, Brownsville and Mexico Railroad 
Company. 

San Antonio Southern Railway Company. 

San Antonio, Uvalde and Gulf Railroad Company. 

San Benito and Rio Grande Valley Railway Com- 
pany. 

Sugar Land Railway Company. 

The Texas and Pacific Railway Company. 

Abilene and Southern Railway Company. 

Cisco and Northeastern. Railway Company. 

Kansas, Oklahoma and Gulf Railway Company. 

Fort Smith and Western Railway Company. 

The Western Pacific Railroad Company. 

The Rio Grande Southern Railroad Company. 

The Denver and Rio Grande Western’ Railroad 
Company. 

The Denver and Salt Lake Railway Company. 

Asherton and Gulf Railway Company. > 

Asphalt Belt Railway Company. 

Houston and Brazos Valley Railroad Company. 

The Orange and Northwestern Railroad Company. 

Rio Grande City Railway Company. 

The Denison and Pacific Suburban Railway Com- 
pany. 

Pecos Valley Southern Railway Company. 

The Weatherford Mineral Well and Northwestern 
Railway Company. 

Arkansas Railroad. 

Arkansas Short Line. 

Ashley, Drew and Northern Railway Company. 

Augusta Railroad Company. 

Brookings and Peach Orchard Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Cape Girardeau Northern Railway Company. 

Carbon County Railway Company. 

The Crystal River and San Juan Railroad Com- 


pany. 
Dardanelle and Russellville Railroad Company. 
Doniphan, Kensett and Searcy Railway. 
Grand Prairie-Branch Railroad Company. 
Graysonia, Nashville and Ashdown Railroad 
Company. ‘ 
Gulf and Northern Railway Company. 
Indian Valley Railroad Company. 


The Lake Providence, Texarkana and Western 


Railroad. . ‘ 
The Manitou and Pikes Peak Railway Company. 
The Midland Terminal Railway Company. 
Mississippi River and Bonne Terre Railway. 
Missouri-Illinois Railroad Company. 

Missouri Southern Railroad Company. 
Montana Railroad. 
Murfreesboro-Nashville 

Company. 

The Natchez, Urania and Ruston Railway Com- 


Southwestern Railway 


pany. ‘ ; 

Northeast Oklahoma Railroad Company. 

Okmulgee Northern Railway Company. 

Ouachita and Northwestern Railway Company. 

The Prescott and Northwestern Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Quincy Railroad Company. 

Reader Railroad. 

Rio Grande and Eagle Pass Railway Company. 

Roscoe, Snyder and Pacific Railway Company. 

The San Luis Central Railroad Company. 

The San Luis Valley Southern Railway Company. 

The Silverton Northern Railroad Company. 


. Stockton, Terminal and Eastern Railroad. 


Texas Short Line Railway. Company. 
Tooele Valley Railroad Company. 


Consolidation 


oO 


of Railroads 


Trinity Valley Southern Railroad. Company. 
The Uintah Raij]way Company. 


_L’Anguille River. Railway ‘Company. 


Trinity Valley and Northern Railway Company. 

The Creek Railroad Company.. , 

Bauxite and Northern: Railway.Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). 
Bay Point and Clayton Railroad Company (undi- 
vided ‘one-third interest). ’ 
Bingham ‘and, Garfield- Railway Company (undi- 
vided one-half interést). ae 

Eureka-Nevada Railway Company (undivided one- 
half interest). 

Nevada Northern Railroad Company (undivided 
one-half interest). 

The Nevada. Central Railroad Company (undi- 
vided, one-half interest). 


System No. 19—Rock Island-Frisco 


The. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 
Company. ; 
The Chicago, Rock Island and Gulf Railway Com- 
pany. ’ zs 

St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Company. 

St. Louis-San Francisco and Texas Railway Com- 
pany. 

Fort Worth and: Rio Grande Railway Company. 

Kuanah, Acme and Patific Railway Company. 

Alabama, Tennessee and Northern Railroad Cor- 
poration: ~ - 

Louisiana and Arkansas Railway Company. 

The Trinity and Brazos Valley Railway Company 
(undivided one-half ‘interest). 

Louisiana Railway and Navigation Company. 

Alabama Central Railway. 

Meridian and Bigbee River Railway Company. 

Mississippi - Railway. : 

Arkansas and Louisiana Missouri Railway Com- 


pany. ‘ 
Atlantic Northern Railway Company. 
Burlington, Muscatine and Northwestern Railway 
Company. ‘ 
Cairo, Truman -and Southern Railroad Company. 
Cassvile and Exeter Railway Company. E 
Central Railway Company of Arkansas. 
Combs, Cass and Eastern Railroad Company. 
DeQueen and Eastern Railroad Company. 
Texas, Oklahoma and Eastern Railroad Company. 
El Dorado and Western Railway Company. : 
Fort Smith, Subiaco and Rock Island Railroad 
Company. ° 
The Kansas and Oklahoma Railway Company. -_ 
The Louisiana and Pine- Bluff Railway Company. 
Manila and Southwestern Railway Company. 
Miami Mineral Belt Railroad Company. 
Northern Louisiana and Gulf Railway Company, 
Ozark Southern:.Railway Company. 
Poplar Bluff and Van River Railway Company. 
Red River and-Gulf Railroad. : 
The Sibley, Lake Bisteneau and Southern Railwa 
Company. - ; 
Thornton and Alexandria Railway Company. 
Wichita Falls and Southern Railroad Company. 
Warren and Saline River Railroad Company. 
Warren and Ouachita Valley Railway Company. 
The Wichita and Northwestern Railway Company. . 
Oklahoma-Southwestern Railway Company. 
Oklahoma-Union Railway Company. 
Bauxite and Northern Railway Company (undi- 
vided one-half interest). 


System No. 20—Canadian National © 


Canadian National Railway Company lines in New 
England. 

Central Vermont Railway Company. 

Detroit, Grand Haven and Milwaukee Railway 
Company. : 

Grand Trunk Western Railway Company. 

White River Road Company (of Vermont). 3 

Woodstock Railway Company. e 

Indiana Northern Railway Company (undivided 
one-half interest). ~ 

South Buffalo Railway Company (undivided one 
sixth interest). ' 


System No. 21—Canadian Pacific 


Canadian Pacific Railway Company lines in New 
England. : 

Spokane International. Railway Company. : 

Minneapolis, St. Paul and Ste. Marie Railway 
Company. . 

Duluth, South Shore and Atlantic Railway Come 
pany. 

Mineral Range Railroad Company. 


- Terminal Properties 


The Massena Railroad Terminal Company. 
Dayton Union Railway Company. 
The Toledo Terminal Railroad Company. 
Detroit. Terminal Railroad Company. 
Kankakee and Seneca Railroad Company. . 
The Indianapolis Union Railway. Company. 
Boston Terminal Company. 
Ft. Wayne Union Railway Company. 
Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad 
Company. 
The Toledo, Angola and Western Railway Co 
pany. ’ 
The Newburgh and South-Shore Railway Company. 
The Cuyahoga Valley Railway Company. : 
The River Terminal Railway. c 
The Youngstown and Northern Railroad:Company. 
_.. South Brooklyn Railway. Company. _ 
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Delray Connecting Raitroad Company. 

Wyandotte Southera Raitroad Company. 

Wyandotte Ferminal Raitroad Company. 
The Bay Terminal Railroad Company. 

Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal. 

New York Dock Railway. 

Hoboken Manufacturers’ Ratiroad Company. 

Bush Terminal Company. — 

Peoria and Pekin Union Railway Company. 

Union Depot Company (Columbus, Ohio). 

Belfast and Moosehead Lake Railroad Com- 


pany. 
Portland Terminal Company. 
Akron Union Passenger Depot Company. 
The Akron and Barberton Belt Railroad Company. 
Canton Railroad Company. — : 
Muskegon Railway and Navigation Company. 
The Philadelphia Belt Line Railroad Company. 
Atlantic Port Raitway Corporation. 
Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac 
Railroad Company. 
Washington Terminal Company. 
Richmond Terminal Raitway Company. 
Chicago Union Station Company. , 
Kentucky and Indiana Terminal Railroad 
Company. ee 
East Jersey Railroad and Terminal Company. 
Pencoyd and Philadelphia Railroad Company. 
Chicago Short Line Railway Company. 
Fort Street Union Depot Company. : 
Detroit Unien Railroa¢ Depot and Station 
Company. ‘ 
Birmingham Southern Railroad Company. 
3irmingham Terminal Company. 
Durham Union Station Company. 
Jacksonville Terminal Company. 
Norfolk Terminal Railway Company. 
Dallas Terminal and Union Depot Company. 
The Railway Transfer Company of the City of 
Minneapolis. 4 i 
Arkansas and Memphis Railway Bridge and 
Terminal Company. 
Fort Worth Belt Line Railway Company. 
The Minnesota Transfer Railway Company. 
St. Paul Bridge and Terminal Railway Com- 


pany. 
St. Paul Union Depot Company. 
Sioux City Terminal Railway Company. 
Southern Illinois and Missouri Bridge Com- 


pany. 
The Union Terminal Company (Dallas, Texas). 
South Omaha Terminal Railway Company. 
The Lake Superior Terminal and Transfer Rail- 
way Company of the State of Wisconsin. 
Minneapolis Eastern Railway Company. 
Port of Astoria Belt Line Rattroad. 
Duluth Union Depot and Transfer Company. 
The Northern Pacific Terminal Company of 
Oregon. 
Des Moines Union Railway Company. 
Kansas City Connecting Railrpad Company. 
Kansas City Terminal Railway Company. 
Galveston, Houston and: Henderson Railroad 
Company. 
Atchison Union Depot and Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Denver Union Terminal Railway Company. 
Galveston Wharf Company. 





Opinions Concurring With the Plan of the Commission 








Joplin Union Depot Company. 

Albany Passenger Terminal Company. 
Atlanta Terminal Company. 

Augusta and Summerville Railroad Company. 
Athens ‘Terminal Company-~ 

Northwestern Terminal Raitroad Company. 
Salt Lake City Union Depot and Railroad 


Company. 
Texas Pacific-Missouri Pacifie Terminal Rail- 
road of New Orleans. 
Brownsville and Matamoros Bridge Com- 
pany. 
Birmingham Belt Railroad Company. 
Peoria Terminal Company. 
Rock Island-Frisco Terminal Railway Com- 
pany. ; 
State Belt Railroad of California. 
City of Prineville Railway. 
Municipal Terminal Railroad. 
Yuma Valley Railroad. 
Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis. 
Atchison and Eastern Bridge Company. 
The Baltimore and Olio Chicago Terminal Rail- 
road Company. 
The Belt Railway Company of Chicago. 
Calumet Western Railway Company. 
Chicago and Calumet River Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Chicago and Illinois Western Railroad. 
Chicago and Western Indiana Railroad Com- 
pany. 
Chicago Heights Terminal Transfer Railroad 
Company. 
Chicago Junction Railway. 


. The Chicago River and Indiana Railroad Company. 


Chicago Short Line Railway Company. 
Chicago, West Pullman amd Southern Rail- 
road Company. 
Elgin, Joliet and Eastern Railway Company. 
Illinois Northern Railway. . 
Indiana Harbor Belt, Railroad Company. 
Manufacturers’ Junction Railway Company. 
Pullman Railroad Company. 
The Union Railroad Company. 
The Chartiers Southern Railway Company. 
Montour Railroad Company. 
West Side Belt Railroad Company. 
The Monongahela Connecting Railroad Company. 
Pittsbureh, Allegheny and McKee’s Rocks 
Railroad Company. 
Allegheny and South Side Railway Company. 
Monongahela Southern Railway Company. 
St. Clair Terminal Railroad Company. 
Alton and Southern Railroad. 
East St. Louis Junction Railroad Company. 
Manufacturers Railway Company. 
Missouri and Illinois Bridge and Belt Rail 
Road Company. 
The St. Louis and O’Fallon Railway Company. 
St. Louis and Ohio Raiver Railroad. 
International Bridgé Company. 
Keokuk Union Depot Company. 
Keokuk and Hamilton Bridge Company. 
Oklahoma City Junction Railway Company. 
Pueblo Union Depot and Railroad Com- 
pany. j 
St. Joseph Belt Railway Company. 
St. Joseph Terminal Railroad Company. 





— 





St. Foseph Union Depot Company. 

Texas City Terminal Railway Company. 

Union Terminal Railway Company (St. 
Joseph, Mo.), : 


Kansas City, Shreveport and Gulf Tex-minal. 

Leavenworth Depot amd Railroad Company. 

Los Angeles Junction Railway Company. 

Ogden Union Railway and Depot Company. 

El Paso Union Passenger Depot Cozmpany. 

Fort Worth Union Passenger Depot Com- 
pany. 

Richmond Belt Railway. ‘ 

Beaumont Dock and Wharf Commission. 

Beaumont Wharf and Terminal Company. 

_—— Passenger Depot Company of Galves- 
on. 

Alameda Belt Line. ‘ 

Houston Belt and Terminal Railway Com- 
pany. 

Joliet Union Depot Company. 

Wichita Union Terminal Railway Company, 

North Charleston Terminal Company. 

Savannah Union Station Company. 

Winston-Salem Termimal Company. 

Tampa Union Station Company. 

New Orleans Public Belt Railroad. 

Port Utilities Commission of Charleston, 
South Carolina. 


Terminal Railway Alabama State Docks. { 

Warrior River Terminal Company. 

Paduca and Illinois Railroad Company. 

Augusta Union Station Company. 

Charleston Union Station Company. 

Columbia Union Statiom Company. 

Covington and Cincinmati Elevated Rail- 
road and Transfer amd Bridge Company, 

Goldsboro Union Station Company. 

Lexington Union Station Company. 

Memphis Union Statiom Company. 

Woodstock and Blocton Railway Company. 

New Orleans Terminal Company. 

St. Johns River Terminal Company. 

Chattanooga Station Company. 

Gulf Terminal Company. 

Macon Terminal Company. - 

Meridian Terminal Company. 

Van Buren Bridge Company. 

Central Union Depot and Railway Com- 
pany of Cincinnati. 

Detroit and Western Railway Company. 

East Erie Commercial Railroad Company. 

Flint Belt Railroad Company. 

Harlem Transfer Company. 

Pittsburgh and Ohio Valley Railway Com. 
pany. 

Union Freight Railroad Company. 

White River Railroad Company. 

El Paso Southern Railway Company. 

Galveston Terminal Railway Company. 

Hannibal Union Depot Company. 

Howard Terminal Railway. 

South San Francisco Belt Railway. 

Outer Harbor Terminal Railway Company. 

Peru, La Salle and Deer Park Railroad 
Company. 

Board of Harbor Commissioners’ Railroad 
(Wilmington, Del.). 


emt eee. 


ALTHOUGH I do not approve of it in 
important respects, I concur in the 
adoption of the consolidation plan above 
outlined because it has many good fea- 
tures, because it is necessary under the 
law to adopt some plan; and because it 
is not very important, after all, whether 
or not it is the best plan that could be 
devised. We may modify it at any time 
hereafter, and no consolidation for which 
it provides can be accomplished until we 
have found, after full hearing, that the 
public interest will promoted thereby. 
There is, I think, muc misunderstanding 
on this point. The plan is very little 
more than a procedural step. There is 
nothing compulsory about it, nor even 
any assurance that authority will be 
sought to carry out the consolidations 
which it proposes. Applications for au- 
thority to effectuate certain unifications 
are now before us which in many par- 
ticulars are inconsistent with the plan. 
The important time will come when we 
take action upon these and similar defi- 
nite applications. 

It must be borne in mind that the rec- 
ord in this consolidation plan proceeding 
was closed some years ago, and is not 
up to date. In my opinion we would not 
be warranted in adopting a plan without 
further hearings, were it not for the fact 
that it can be modified at will thereafter. 
Because the plan is thus lacking in final- 
ity, it seems to me that to the extent that 
we have misgivings in regard to it we 
ought to indicate what those misgivings 
are and disclose frankly the present con- 
tent of our minds. If we dao this, those 
who hereafter seek approval of definite 
consolidations or unifications will know 
what they have to meet, and will have a 
better opportunity to correct misconcep- 
tions or to show, if it be the fact, that 
the views which we are at present in- 
clined to hold are based upon unsound 
premises or are the outgrowth of insuffi- 
cient knowledge. For these reasons I 
shall discuss the matters under consider- 
ation at some length, starting with a 
discussion of the statutory provisions 
under which we are now acting. 

The wording of section 5 (4) leaves us 
with rather wide discretion in formulat- 


ing the plan, and I have no doubt that it . 


was purposely so worded. It is to be a 
plan for consolidation into a “limited’” 
number of systems. Obviously the word 
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“limited’ is very indefinite. Fifty sys- 
tems, or even more, would fit the word 
as well as fifteen or twenty. Plainly it 
is contemplated that the plan shall in- 
volve a material reduction in the num- 
ber of systems existing at the time when 
the Transportation Act, 1920, became 
law, but there are wide limits of discre- 
tion in determining what the reduction 
shall be. It should be remembered that 
the number of independently operated 
class I railroads has already been sub- 
stantially reduced since 1920. The fol- 
lowing is an incomplete list of roads 
which have been absorbed simce that 
time: 

Alabama and Vicksburg. 

Ann Arbor. 

Atlanta, Birmingham & Atlantic. 

Carolina, Clinchfield & Ohio. 

Chicago, Terre Haute & Southeast- 

ern. 

Cincinnati, Indianapolis & Western. 

El Paso Southwestern. 

Georgia, Florida & Alabama. 

Gulf & Ship Island. 

Gulf Coast Lines, 

International Great Northern. 

Kansas City, Mexico & Orient. 

Lake Erie & Western. 

Pere Marquette. 

San Antonio, Uvalde & Gulf. 

Texas & Pacific. 

Toledo, St. Louis & Western. 

Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific. 

The next requirement is that “‘compe 
tition shall be preserved as fully as pos- 
sible.” The words “as fully as possible” 
leave a good deal to our judgment, but 
plainly, I think, the preservation of com- 
petition was regarded as of prime impor- 
tance, and it was not intended that we 
should have very wide latitude in this 
matter. 

The third requirement is that existing 
routes and channels of trade shall be 
maintained “wherever practicable.”” Here 
I think we have more latitude than in 
the case of the second requirement, for 
certainly the words “wherever practica- 
ble” are not as strong as the words “as 
fully as possible.” 

The final requirement is that the sys- 
tems “shall be so arranged that the cost 
of transportation as between competitive 
systems and as related to the values of 
the properties through which the service 
is rendered shall be the same.” These 


words are prefaced by the qualification, 
“subject to the foregoing requirements,” 
clearly indicating that this final require- 
ment is subordinate to those which pre- 
cede. ‘They are also followed by the 
further qualification, “so far as practi- 
cable.” Those who drafted the para- 
graph apparently realized that there 
might be a good deal of difficulty in 
conforming at all closely to this re- 
quirement, and the fact is that the dif- 
ficulty is insuperable. Even if we could 
at the outset carve out systems having 
equal transportation costs, there could 
be no assurance that these costs would 
remain equal, since they are so inti- 
mately affected by business conditions in 
the particular territory served, efficiency 
of management, and other similar factors. 
However, the drafters indicated the ob- 
ject: which they had in wiew by con- 
cluding with the words, *‘so -that these 
systems can employ uniform rates in 
the movement of competitive traffic and 
under efficient management earn sub- 
stantially the same rate of return upon 
the value of their respective railway 
properti>s.” What they really had in 
mind, rmore briefly stated, and as I see 
it, is that we should design systems 
capable of holding their own in the com- 
petitive struggle and with sufficient 
financial strength to provide and main- 
tain facilities adequate for good service. 
To state it still more briefly, the chief 
yerrgee was to eliminate the “weak sis- 
ers. 


A further provision of the law which 
seems to me significant amd important 
in connection with the prepartion of the 
consolidation plan is foumd in section 
5 (6) Ce). It is provided that when, 
after the promulgation of that plan, a 
consolidation is proposed, mot only must 
it conform to the plan but we must 
also specifically find, after public hear- 
ing, that it will promote the public in- 
terest. ‘This means that Congress recog- 
nized the tentative, speculative character 
of any consolidation plan that we might 
devise under the specifications of section 
5 (4), amd did not regard the mere mak- 
ing of the plan as proof that it ought 
to be consummated. Further evidence 
of this fact is afforded by the blanket 
authority to make subsequent modifica- 
tions. Public interest in the last analy- 
sis is to be the test, and this being so, 
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it seems to me that in exercising our 
discretion in the preparation of the plan, 
and particularly im deciding how many 
systems shall be included withim the 
“‘limited number,”” we should be g@uided 
by our conceptiom- of what the public 
imterest demands. That should im turn, 
I believe, lead us to pursue at the outset 
a cautious, conservative policy. 

The reasons for caution are greatly 
augmented by the fact that we are now 
dealing with a gemeral railroad situa- 
tion which in mamy respects is more 
satisfactory than any which has been 
experienced in the past. There may be 
ground for dissatisfaction in the general 
level of the rates, but it is not sertously 
claimed that extensive consolidations 
will in themselves make possible. sub- 
stantial reductions im rates even if there 
be eliminated from consideration what 
may be the effect of the Supreme Court 
decision as to valuations in the O’F’'allon 
Case. So far as service, operatine effi- 
ciency in general, and ability to fimance 
on reasonable terms are concerned, the 
status of the railroads has been improv- 
ing rapidly and steadily during the’ past 
few years and now appears to be better 
than ever before. This improverment 
has extended to the so-called weak lines, 
They are far from presenting the prob- 
lem which they seemed to presemt in 
1920. Those notorious “weak sisters,” 
the Kansas City, Mexico & Orient, and 
the Atlanta, Birmingham & Atlantic, 
are now well takem care of, and other 
limes of somewhat similar character will 
be found in the list of absorbed carriers 
which I have givem above, The finan- 
cial status of others, such as the St. 
Paul, the Denver & Rio Grande, and 
the Méissouri-Kansas-Texas, has been 
materially improved by reorganization. 
And many of the lines which appear 
to be weak have this reputation only 
because of overcapitalization, There are 
now, it seems to me, only a very few 
weak lines which are really disturbing 
factors in the railroad situation. 

Under these circumstances I submit 
that there is no wisdom in experiment- 
ing with a reasonably satisfactory situ- 
ation by radical attempts to promote con- 
solidations out of hand on a grandiose 
scale, and that there is, on the contrary, 
every reason for proceeding cautiously 
and conservatively. I do not wish te 





minimize the possible benefits of consol- 
idations or unifications.. In many cases 
they have been beneficial in the past, and 
without doubt many. will be in the future. 
But I believe that there is.a present 
tendency, in certain quarters at least, 
. to magnify beyond reason their. possible 
advantages and to overlook almost en- 
tirely their possible disadvantages and 
dangers, * c 
Much depends upon the way in which 
’ they are brought about and _ the 
terms and conditions. There have 
been numerous instances in the past of 
unifications Which brought disaster be- 
cause of the gross extravagance. and 
waste which characterized their creation. 
Our plan combines the Frisco and Rock 
Island, but these roads were once. be- 
fore “unified” im a way which was_pro- 
- ductive of no good and many evil re- 
sults. And included in this former uni- 
fication were such roads as the Chicago 
& Eastern Illinois and the Kansas, Okla- 
- homa & Gulf, which we are now seek- 
ing again to combine with other proper- 
ties. The Chicago & Alton also was for- 
merly controlled jointly by the Rock 
Island and the Union Pacific. It is my 
understanding that these three smaller 
roads all suffered severely from their 
unification experiences. Another illus- 
tration is afforded by the Western Pa- 
cific, the Denver & Rio Grande Western, 
the Missouri Pacific, the Wabash, the 
Pittsburgh & West Virginia, and the 
Western Maryland, which were at one 
time all dominated, in some instances un- 
der different corporate names, by the 
same financial interests—again an ex- 
~ perience from which they all suffered. 
- The New Haven, the Boston & Maine, 
and the Maime Central were likewise 
brought under common control not so 
many years ago, along with various 
steamship and electric railway proper- 
ties, n a process cf unification which 
was highly disastrous in its results. 
Other illustrations could easily be given. 
Today it is probable that the powers of 
regulation which we now possess would 
prevent similar excesses, although many 
of those which occurred in the past were 
a result of “‘holding company” opera- 
. tions such as are again beginning to de- 
velop and over which our powers of con- 
trol are uncertain. I mention these in- 
jurious unifications of the past not as 
prototypes of what is likely to happen 
in the future, but as illustrations of the 
fact that the terms and conditions under 
which unifications or consolidations are 
accomplished are of critical and essential 
importance. 

Such sentiment as appears to exist in 
favor of the consolidation of the rail- 
roads into a very few great systems is, 
I believe, largely artificial According 
to my observation, there is very little 
sentiment of this kind among. either 
shippers or railroad officers. For the 
most part I think that it emanates from 
financial circles which are likely to reap 
large profits frem the mere process of 
putting the roads together. FPurther- 
more, there is reason to believe that the 
eountry is becoming considerably 
alarmed by the progress of consolida- 
tions and unifications among industries 
in general. It is feared that control of 

industry is rapidly passing into a few 
hands, with the danger that we shall 
become predominantly a nation of clerks 
and subordinates. Perhaps this process 
is inevitable in some lines of industry, 
and it may eventually be the fate of the 

' railroads. But there is so much doubt 
about its wisdom that I see no reason 
for accelerating the process in the case 
of the railroads. There are strong 
grounds for belief that the best results 
in operating efficiency and service are 
secured when _a railroad system is small 
enough so that the executive can main- 
tain something like personal - contact 
with the employees all down the line and 
also with the shippers in the territory 
served. In this connection it is of in- 
terest to note that the present Nickel 
Plate Railroad is a combination of three 
parts; namely, the original Nickel Plate, 
the Lake Erie & Western, and _ the 
Clover Leaf. The two first named were 
at one time parts of the New York Cen- 
tral system, and I understand that the 
Clover Leaf was once affiliated with the 
Rock Island-Frisco system. As parts of 
larger systems these roads did not 
prosper, but since their combination as 
a comparatively small and independently 
managed- system they have done very 
well indeed. 

My judgment, in short, is that we 
should proceed slowly in this matter and 
that the best consolidation plan would 
be one so constructed that if good rea- 
son later develops, aftes we have had 
more experience, for carrying the process 
of unification further, it could be done 
by merely combining some of the smaller 
systems. We ought also, I believe, to 
keep the following points in mind and 
govern our action upon consolidation ac- 
cordingly to the best of our power and 
ability: 

1. The desirability in every important 
transportation center served by two or 
more railroads of either having a single 
terminal company jointly controlled but 
owning and operating all of the terminal 
property or else complete reciprocity in 
switching, so that every shipper in the 
terminal district can secure the service 
on equal terms of all lines reaching the 
district. Wherever possible such “open- 
ing” of terminals should be provided for 
in connection with the authorization of 
consolidations or unifications. 

2. The desirability of cooperation by 
the railroads through some _ central 

. agency, like the American Railway As- 
sociation, im all matters where their 
special interests are not in conflict. Con- 

. siderable has been done along these 


lines, but much more is possible. It, 


should include provision -for a highly. or- 
ganized central research department, such 
as has proven of great value in the case 
of the Bell System telephone companies. 
In my judgment, many-of the advan- 
tages which are “urged in support of 
railroad consolidations on a grand scale 
can be realized in a better way by such 
a policy of intelligent cooperation. 

3. The desirability of provisions, in 
connection with all consolidations or urx- 
fications authdrized and in the form of 
attached conditions, which will give us 
power to require upon reasonable terms 
trackage rights or other joint. use of fa- 
cilities in the future to the extent that 
the public interest may demand. 

With these -preliminary general ob- 
servations I shall now proceed.to com- 
ment upon the plan of consolidation as it 
affects various sections of the country. 


New England 


It seems to me clear that in so far as 
lines in New England are now controlled 
by Canadian systems, nothing should be 
done to interfere with that control. In- 
timate and _ friendly_ relations with 
Cagada are of much importance to north- 
ern New England, and these Canadian 
systems also supply an element of com- 
petition with American trunk lines which 
is of very substantial value. This is par- 
ticularly true. of the State of Maine and 
the seaport of Portland. 

Nor do I see any sufficient reason for 
interfering, even if such interference 
were possible, with the control now ex- 
ercised over the Boston & Albany by the 
New York Central. So far as the other 
New England lines are concerned, I am 
strongly of the view that they should not 
be permitted to pass under the control of 
trunk lines operating west of the Hudson 
River. Present routes and channels of 
trade can be maintained more effectively 
and the advantages of competition be- 
tween the trunk lines can better be real- 
ized if these New England lines are not 
absorbed by them. Close and friendly 
relations between the New England rail 
lines and the steamship lines which serve 
the ports, as -well as with the Canadian 
rail systems, are of vital importance to 
New England, and such relations also can 
be maintained more effectively if further 
absorption of New England railroads by 
the trunk lines is prevented. 


As at present advised, I am inelined 
to favor the union of. the Boston & Maine, 
the Maine Central, the Rutland, and the 
Bangor & Aroostook. While substantial 
reasons can be advanced for assigning 
the Rutland to the New York Central, 1 
do not favor this, for the Rutland has a 
line to Lake Ontario at Ogdensburg 
which may be very important to New 
England in a competitive way after the 
completion of. the new Welland Canai. 
This competitive route should not be in- 
partial trunk-line control. 

Whether such a northern New England 
system should be joined with the New 
Haven is a question as to which I am in 
doubt. Those who advocate this have, 
I think, a strong burden of proof. At 
the time when the Boston & Maine was 
under New Haven control. the merger 
of the two roads was strongly opposed 
by many New England industrial inter- 
ests, not only because of the elimination 
of competition at such important cities 
as Boston, Worcester, Springfield, and 
Fitchburg, but also because the natural 
tendency of the Boston & Maine is to 
encourage traffic to and from Boston, 
whereas if it were merged with the New 
Haven the tendency would be to favor 
traffic to and from the port of New York, 
in order to enjoy the longest possible 
hauls. This possible subordination of the 
principal’ New England port was then 
viewed with considerable alarm.- How- 
ever, it may be that it can be shown 
that there is no present foundation for 
such fears. 


In the case of the Delaware & Hudson, 
the Lehigh & Hudson, and the Lehigh & 
New England, I doubt whether the ad- 
vantages of their acquisition by the New 
England lines would be sufficient to off- 
set the probable cost of acquisition, al- 
=a as to this also I have an open 
mind. 


Eastern Territory 


In considering eastern territory, I start 
with the proposition that the Pennsyl- 
vania and New York Central systems 
are large enough, and in some respects 
too large, at the present time and should 


under no conditions be made larger. My 
next proposition is that no good reason 
has been shown for building up two other 
equally large systems. There has been 
much propaganda to the effect that in 
order to secure effective competition with 
the Pennsylvania and the New York 
Central it is essential to create rival 
systems of equal size, and that there is 
insufficient mileage to create more than 
two such rivals.. This is the keynote 
of the 4-syStem plan for the East; and 
those who advocate a greater number 
are stigmatized as “playing into the 
hands” of the Pennsylvania and the New 
York Central. 


To my mind this propaganda rests upon 
a premise which is wholly unsupported 
by proof. What evidence is there that it 
is necessary for a system to be as large 
as another in order to compete effectively 
with it? I submit that not only has 
there been no such proof but the evi- 


dence points distinctly the other way. 


If the proposition were sound, how would 
it be possible for the Baltimore & Ohio, 
the Wabash, the present Nickel Plate, 
the Lackawanna, and the Lehigh Valley, 
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among others, which might be named, to 
live. and prosper? Yet we knaw that 
they have done so, and upon the same 
level of competitive rates. In our work- 


ing papers in this proceeding we have - 


statistics showing average rates of: re- 
turn for the three years ended Dec. 31, 
1927, upon our basic valuations brought 
up. to date by net additions and better- 
ments since valuation date. -The results 
were as follows: 

Pennsylvania .. 

New York Central... ........... 
Central of New Jersey...7...... 

Lehigh Valley.... 

Dy he 8 Wises ees 
Baltimore & Qhio... 
Wabash ie... « 6<:hb noch mba 
Western Maryland... 
ROROING ois 805. or eso o's 
NICEG! FiGe® sve tcc 


The Pennsylvania is now, I understand, 
making a much better comparative show- 


ing and seems to be escaping from the - 


doldrums towards which it was drifting 


some few years ago. But this shows the. 


danger by which a very large system 1s 
peculiarly beset. High-power, intensive, 
progressive management is, I am inclined 
to believe, more difficult to achieve and 
maintain ‘in the case of such a system 
than where the system is smaller: The 
fact is, also, that in order to meet this 
problem of management it is necessary 
for a very large system to divide itseif 
into parts and manage and operate those 


parts almost as independently as if they. 


were separate systems, 


For the present there is, in my judg- 
ment, no occasion for the building up of 
systems in the East comparable in size 
with the Pennsylvania and the New York 
Central. That can be done later if ex- 
perience should disclose a real need for 
such systems, but it is the part of wis- 
dom to proceed in that direction with the 
utmost circumspection. It is far easier 
to merge railroads than it is to tear them 
apart again once they are merged. So 
far as the plan is concerned, there is no 
statutory requirement that-the systems 
be equal or even comparable in size. All 
that is necessary, in my opinion, is that 
they shall have adequate earning power 
and financial strength to hold their own 
in the competitive struggle, if well man- 
aged. 

An important consideration to have in 
mind, it seems to me, is that mere mile- 
age is very far from being an accurate 
index of the magnitude of a system. It 
depends upon where that mileage is. 
One thousand miles of western prairie 
track may carry less traffic and be easier 
to manage and operate than 200 miles of 
line in the congested eastern industrial 
district. Comparatively small systems 
from the standpoint of mileage are, I 
think, particularly desirable in the terri- 
tory east of the Alleghenies and north of 
the Potomac. It is also a mistake to as- 
sume that single-line routes are essen- 
tial to good and efficient service. Joint- 
line routes often compete very effectively 
with single-line routes, and as a matter 
of fact they have done so for many. years 
between points like Chicago or St. Louis 
and the Atlantic seaboard. 


A further erroneous notion is. that 
end-to-end mergers are necessarily best 
from the competitive standpoint. The 
error may be iliustrated by the New Eng- 
land situation. If the New Haven were 
consolidated with the Pennsylvania, com- 
petition would exist only at the handful 
of points which it serves which are also 
served by other lines. If the New Haven 
remains independent, however, or be- 
comes part of a strictly New England 
system, every little town on its line wil! 
have the benefit, on traffic to and from 
competitive points west of the Hudson 
River, of several competing routes. This 
is well recognized and understood in New 
England. As I -shall later show, this 
principle is capable of effective applica- 
tion in other eastern sections. 

In determining upon desirable con- 
solidations, attention should not be con- 
fined too closely to east-and-west traffic. 
North-and-south traffic should also be 
given due weight, and with the rapid 
expansion of industry in the South it 
will, I believe, grow steadily in impor- 
tance. 

To a certain extent the confining of 
systems within the boundaries of the 
recognized rate territories is, I believe, 
desirable. However, a considerable 
amount of overlapping is also desirable 
to mitigate some of the disadvantages 
of these rate territories. Such over- 
lapping tends, for example, to break 
down artificial rate practices, like the 
practice of “breaking” rates at the Ohio 
or Missouri or Mississippi Rivers; and 
the competition of one or two through 
lines spurs joint routes to the good serv- 
ice which such routes are easily capable 
of giving if the participating carriers 
cooperate effectively with each other. 

In eastern territory, outside of New 
England, the systems which I would 
fevor in preference to those proposed 
in the plan which has been adopted are 
the following: 

Pennsylvania System. 

New York Central System. 

These would be the same as now con- 
stituted, except that I would not include 
the Norfolk & Western in the Pennsyl- 
vania system. Either the Clayton Act 
or the Sherman Antitrust Act should 
be used to pry these two roads apart, 

ey are, it seems to me, clearly com- 
petitive. The Norfolk & Western’s 
Hagerstown route competes with the 
Pennsylvania on north-and-south traffie, 
and has very important potential pos- 
sibilities~ in this direction which have 
not been developed. The coal traffic of 
the Norfolk & Western from the sou- 


thern fields is also intensely~ competi- 
tive with the coal traffic of the Penn- 
sylvania from the northern fields, as was 
amply demonstrated in the Lake Cargo 
case, to say nothing of the competition 
on export and import traffic’ through 
Norfolk as compared with similar traffic 
through the Pennsylvania’s ports. 

Reading System. 

Reading Company. ; 

Central of New Jersey. 

Western Maryland. 

Lehigh & Hudson. 

Lackawanna System. 

Lackawanna. 

Lehigh Valley. — 

Delaware & Hudson. = 
- New York, Ontario & Western. 

Lehigh & New England. 

Pittsburgh, Shawmut & Northern, 

Pittsburgh & Shawmut. - 

These two proposed systems have 
points of similarity, so I shall describe 
them together. Like the New England 
systems, they would be quasi? terminal 
systems operating in. the congested 
eastern industrial district and designed 
to provide access to this district and the 
great north Atlantic ports freely and 
without favor to all connecting lines. 

The proposed Reading system would 
afford access to the ports of New York, 
Philadelphia, and Baltimore, and 
through the present Lehigh & Hudson 
it would have direct connection with 
the New Haven system. At Hagerstown 
it would connect with the Norfolk & 
Western, thus affording the latter a 
splendid means of developing a north- 
and-south route competitive with that 
which passes through Potomac Yard, 
this route serving the three above-men- 
tioned northern ports, but reaching each 
of them without passing through either 
of the others. and reaching’ the -New 
England lines without passing through 
New York. At Connellsville, near Pitts- 
burgh, it would connect with the New 
York Central and the Wabash system, 
which I suggest below and it could 
easily be made to connect with the pro- 
posed Erie system. At Newberry Junc- 
tion or Williamsport it would connect 
with the New York Central and the 
Pennsylvania, thus affording the former 
an opportunity to develop the alterna- 
tive southern route to New York City 
of which it has had so much to say. 
It would not, of course, give the New 
York Central its own line into New 
York, but it would give it access by a 
friendly connection, in much the same 
way as the Baltimore & Ohio has with 
great success reached New York and 
the Lehigh Valley has reached Phila- 
delphia. The Baltimore & Ohio is also 
projecting a route across Pennsylvania 
via Newberry Junction, and the pro- 
posed Reading system would in the 
event that this plan is carried out af- 
ford the Baltimore & Ohio, as well as 
the New York Central, free access to 
New York City. As an alternative, one 
of these new routes might use the pro- 
posed Lackawanna system for its New 
York connection. ? 


It would be a part of the plan that the 
stock control which the New York Cen- 
tral and the Baltimore & Ohio now jointly 
exercise over the Reading should be dis- 
solved. This I believe could be done, if 
necessary, through a Clayton or Sherman 
Act proceeding. In any event, it could 
be made a condition precedent to the ab- 
sorption of either the Jersey Central or 
the Western Maryland or both by -the 
Reading. It would also be a part of 
the plan that the Baltimore & Ohio 
should be guaranteed for the future the 
same access to New York Harbor as_it 
now enjoys and that the Lehigh Valley 
line of the proposed Lackawanna system 
should be protected by a similar guaran- 
tee in the case of its entrance into Phila- 
delphia. I would further make it a con- 
dition of consolidation that if any other 
connecting road should in the future seek 
an operating arrangement like that of 
the Baltimore & "Ohio or Lehigh Valley, 
we should have the right to require such 
an arrangement to be made on just and 
reasonable terms. We could then give 
the Wabash direct access to Baltimore 
over the line of the Western Maryland, 
if it seemed desirable, or give either the 
New York Central or the Baltimore & 
Ohio, or both, direct access to New York 
City over the line of the Jersey Central. 
Probably the Maryland & Pennsylvania 
should be included in the proposed Read- 
ing system. This is a little line which 
competes with the Pennsylvania between 
New York and Baltimore. It does not 
now connect with the Reading, but it 
would seem from the map that a connec- 
tion could be made without much diffi- 
culty which would result in a direct line 
from the anthracite fields to Baltimore. 

The proposed Lackawanna system 
would reach New York and Philadelphia 
and would also connect directly with both 
the Boston & Maine and the New Haven 
systems. At Buffalo, it would connect 
with lines of the proposed Wabash, Erie, 
and Chesapeake & Ohio systems and also 
with lines of the Canadian National, in- 
cluding the latter’s Chicago line. All of 
these systems would thus be given access 
by a friendly connection with splendid 
facilities to New York, Philadelphia, and 
New England, as well as to many impor- 
tant interior cities in New York and 
Pennsylvania. ‘The Lackawanna and the 
Lehigh Valley are, of course, paralle’ and 
competing lines, but I believe that they 
can be combined without important loss 
of competition, and with less guch loss 
than would result if the Erie and Lacka- 
wanna were combined, as proposed in 
the plan which has. been adopted. 
Throvgh the Pittsburg; Shawmut & 
Northern and the Pittsburg & Shawmut 
the proposed Lackawanna system would 
have access to an important bituminous 
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coal district and could, I believe, secure 
trackage rights which would carry it 


. into Pittsburgh. Whether the New York, 


Ontario & Western should go to this 


_ system or be left with the New Haven 


is open to some question. If the New 
Haven desires to retain this road, there 


_ is, of course, nothing to prevent it from 


holding on. 

_ The. same conditions with respect to 
possible traffic arrangements with con- 
necting lines should be attached to this 
merger as are described above in con- 
nection with the proposed Reading sys- 
tem. In particular, it might be well to 
assure the Erie satisfactory access to the 
Albany gateway with the New England 
roads over what is now the Binghamton 
line of the Delaware & Hudson. 

It might be argued that the proposed 
Reading and Lackawanna systems would 
reduce competition from the anthracite 
region, and also that they would be too 
predominantly anthracite carriers. My 
belief is that adequate competition would 
remain, for the two systems would inter- 
lace in both the northern and southern 
anthracite districts, to say nothing of 
the competition from the Pennsylvania 
and the Erie. Furthermore, the anthra- 
cite industry: now has plenty cf competi- 
tion from other fuels-end needs help. 
The combination of the principal anthra- 
cite carriers into two systems would, it 
seems to me, permit many important op- 
erating economies in a coal region where 
railroad operation is exceedingly compli- 
cated. Indeed, I would be willing to 
transfer to the proposed Lackawanna 
system the New York, Susquehanna & 
Western line of the Erie, which is a 
deficit-producing line, the burden~ of 
which could well be carried by the Lack- 
awanna system. 

As for the predominance of anthracite 
traitic, I have introduced bituminous orig- 
inating lines into both proposed systems. 
It is also my view that railroad operation 
in the congested mining and manufactur- 
ing districts which these systems would 
serve is sufficiently difficult and compli- 
cated, so that there would be a distinct 
advantage in having a management in 
close contact with, and able to concen- 
trate upon, these problems. Finally, I 
think that such concentration of the’ an- 
thracite traffic would help instead of hin- 
der us in the regulation of anthracite 
rates. That is a problem which I believe 
we soon shall have to face. The an- 
thracite industry may be entitled under 
the Hoch-Smith resolution to a near ap- 
proach to the “lowest possible lawful 
rates,” which would mean that we must 
have as accurate knowledge as posible of 
the cost of hauling this coal. It ought 
not in any event to be hauled below cost, 
and we would be better able to judge of 
that cost if the traffic were concentrated 
in the-hands of comparatively small, 
compact, and financially strong systems. 
In addition, such concentration should 
lead to a reduction in the cost of trans- 
poriation. 

Baltimore & Ohio System. 

Baltimore & Ohio. 
Buffalo, Rochester & Pittsburgh. 
Chicago & Alton. 

The Baltimore & Ohio now has a good 
system--with excellent earning capacity. 
The proposed Reading system would 
protect it in access to good and ade- 
quate’ terminals at New York harbor, 
and that is the thing in which it is 
mainly interested. Its main weakness 
is that it has few lines in the northern 
part of trunk-line territory. I would 
improve this situation by giving it the 
Buffalo, Rochester & Pittsburgh, thus 
affording access to the important cities 
of Buffalo and Rochester and to a cross- 
lake route into Canada. In this con- 
nection I would also give it trackage 
rights over a portion of the Buffalo & 


Ts general I concur in this plan for the 
consolidation of railroads because un- 
der the law a plan is required before 


- any consolidations may lawfully be made. 


But we should not, in order to open the 
door to lawful consolidations, propose 
consolidations which are themselves un- 
lawful, and that I think we have done; 
therefore I feel the necessity of ex- 
pressing my disagreement with certain 
principles of the consolidation plan here 
proposed, 

The purpose of the consolidation provi- 
sions cannot be clearly understood with- 
out considering the conditions under 
which they were passed. For 26 months 
the railroads had been under Federal 
control and were about to be turned back. 
Ten of those months were war months, 
during which the railroads were inten- 
sively used. For about six months fol- 
lowing the war during the return of 
the troops they were also fairly busy. 
Then-traffic fell off and both the rail- 
roads and the public became intensely 
concerned as to the future of the trans- 
portation system of the country. Due 
to increased operating expenses with- 
out a corresponding increase in rates, 
many railroads were bankrupt, or nearly 
so, when taken over by the Government. 
Rates had not been adjusted to fully 
meet increased : osts and it was generally 
conceded that without substantial in- 
creases in rates private operation could 
not succeed. There was general appre- 
hension that the transportation system 
of the country would not be able to func- 
tionyefficiently, if at all. Out of this came 
the consolidation provisions of the act. 
What followed? hen the roads were 
turned back this commission, under the 
authority conferred by the law, took 
steps to provide increased revenues. Re- 
lief was provided in extreme cases. by 
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Susquehanna, which I would allot to the 
Erie, so that the Baltimore & Ohio 
could, if it desired, develop its pro- 
posed line across Pennsylvania to a con- 
nection with the proposed Reading sys- 
tem. The Monon: would -fit in well with 
the Baltimore & Ohio system, but on 
the whole I think it better to leave this 
road to the southern lines which now 
control it. They show a disposition to 
keep it in any event, and I believe that 
the Baltimore & Ohio will experience 
no difficulty in making satisfactory op- 
erating arrangements with it. Doubtless 
it could trade its present financial in- 
terest in the Cincinnati, New Orleans & 
Texas Pacific for’ such arrangements. 
The inclusion of the Chicago & Alton 
with this system may be open to ques- 
tion, but it would give the Baltimore & 
Ohio a good connection which it ap- 
parently needs between St. Louis and 
Chicago, and would also extend the sys- 
tem to Kansas City. Such overlapping 
into another rate territory is, I believe, 
desirable for the reasons already. indi- 
cated. However, an equally good argu- 
ment could be made for allotting the 
Alton to the Nickel Plate system. 


Erie System. 
Erie. 
Nickel Plate. 
Bessemer & Lake Erie. 
Buffalo & Susquehanna. 

The Erie and Nickel Plate are parallel 
and competing lines. We could compel 
them to be separated. However, I do 
not believe that this competition is of 
sufficient importance to warrant our do- 
ing this, and the Nickel Plate has lines 
which should be valuable feeders of the 
Erie and of which the latter is in need. 
But it should be made a condition of our 
permitting the union, as I see it; that 
common control of the proposed Chesda- 
peake & Ohio and Erie systems should be 
completely eliminated. Probably we 
could force such separation in any event 
through the Clayton Act. The Erie al- 
ready has access to Pittsburgh in con- 
nection with the. Pittsburgh & Lake 
Erie, but acquisition of the Bessemer & 
Lake Erie and of the Buffalo & Sus- 
quehanna would strengthen its position 
in this important coal and iron district. 
The acquisition of the Buffalo & Sus- 
quehanna should be conditioned as I have 
above indicated in discussing the Balti- 
more & Ohio system. 

Whether or not the Erie could acquire 
the Bessemer & Lake Erie without our 
help is doubtful, but we could help it by 
a commodities clause proceeding. Cer- 
tainly this important road shouid not re- 
main in possession of a single industry, 
the most important which it serves. In 
this connection, there are several termi- 
nal lines in the Pittsburgh district of 
great strategic strength which ure iidus- 
trially controlled, the chief of tiese being 
the Union and the Montour. The com- 
mon carrier portions of these roads 
should be pried loose from the industries 
and converted into a terminal property 
under joint control of the roads entering 
Pittsburgh, other than the Pennsylvania 
and the New York Central. The latter 
two roads could later be admitted to the 
joint control, upon condition that they 
open up their own extensive terminals 
in the Pittsburgh district on a reciprocal 
switching basis. 


Wabash System. 
Wabash. 
Wheeling & Lake Erie. 
Pittsburgh & West Virginia. 
Akron, Canton & Youngstown. 
Toledo, Peoria & Western. 
Minneapolis & St. Louis. 

The Wabash is now a strategically sit- 
uated property with ‘an excellent earning 
capacity on the basis of valuation. It 

now reaches Buffalo, where my propused 
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Lackawanna system would g've it good 
access to New York, Philadelphia and 
New England, and acquisition of the 
Wheeling & Lake Erie and of. the Pitts- 
burgh & West Virginia would bring it 
into Connellsville, where it would con- 
nect with the suggested Reading system, 
with direct access to Baltimore as well as 
to the more northern ports. The Akron, 
Canton & Youngstown, the Toledo, Peoria 
& Western, the Wheeling & Lake Erie, 
and the Pittsburgh & West Virginia, plus 
short additional construction or trackage 
rights, could be developed into a direct 
new line across central territory from 
the Mississippi River to Pittsburrh. With 
such a line through Peoria, it would seem 
that the Minneapolis & St. Louis would 
give the Wabash valuable access to the 
Twin Cities and other points in the north- 
western part of western trunk-line terri- 
tory. The Minneapolis & St. Louis would 
also give the Wabash reasonably direct 
liness between the Twin Cities and St. 
Louis and Kansas City. However, I 
would also give the Illinois Central an 
opportunity to bid for the Minneapolis 
& St. Louis. 


Any control of the Wabash system by 
the Pennsylvania should, of course, be 
completely eliminated. 


Chesapeake & Ohio System. 
Chesapeake & Ohio. 
Pere Marquette. 

My views as to the lines serving the 


southern coal fields are similar to those 
of Professor Ripley. I believe that these 
lines should be independent systems, not 
affiliated with any lines serving the 
northern coal fields and free to inter- 
change traffic on equal terms with all 
of the east-and-west eastern systems. 
On the whole, I think it rather unfor- 
tunate that the Pere Marquette should 
have been turned over to the Chesapeake 
&- Ohio, but this is water over the dam. 
My proposed Lackawanna system would, 
however, give the Pere Marquette di- 
vision of the Chesapeake & Ohio system 
at Buffalo free access to the northern 
Atlantic ports and their hinterland and 
to New England. The coal tonnage in 
the southern fields promises to be so 
important to the Nation in the future 
that in my judgment it should not be 
placed under the domination of two, or 
possibly three, great eastern systems. 
There are not enough lines to give all 
of the eastern systems direct access to 
the southern fields, and therefore the 
best disposition of the matter is to make 
these southern coal roads independent 
agencies free to interchange on equal 
terms with all. Such a disposition would 
also, I think, tend to promote the de- 
velopment of the Hampton Roads ports. 
As aforesaid, common control of the 
Chesapeake & Ohio and proposed Erie 
systems should be ended. 


Norfolk & Western System. 
Norfolk & Western. 
Seaboard Air Line. 

Norfolk Southern. 
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton. 

This system will be more particularly 
described under “Southern Territory” be- 
low. It is dependent, as I have already 
indicated, upon prying the Norfolk & 
Western loose from the Pennsylvania. 

Virginian. 

As to what should be done with this 
road, I am in doubt. At present my 
best thought is to leave it alone, but 
give it a physical connection with the 
Kanawha & Michigan line of the New 
York Central. Possibly if such a-con- 
nection were made and the Chesapeake 
& Ohio were converted into an inde- 
pendent system, the Virginian could be 
made part of the Chesapeake & Ohio 
system without detriment to the public 
interesi. 


McMANAMY, Commissioner, concurring: 


funds appropriated for that purpose by 
Congress. The railroads came through 
the readjustment period following the 
war in better shape than any other major 
industry and to-day they are in far better 
shape financially and physically than at 
any period in their history. The point I 
am leading up to in this brief reference 
to conditions surrounding the birth of 
the consolidation provision is that I 
doubt if anyone will contend that under 
present conditions the consolidation pro- 
visions would have become a part of the 
law. Transportation conditions would 
not have justified it. 


What is the situation now? Never 
have the railroads collectively or singly 
been in as good condition physically and 
financially as they are at present. The 
weak lines, that is, those which actually 
need help, can be counted on the fingers 
of one hand. Equipment is ample and 
our inspections show it to be in better 
condition than ever before and improve- 
ments are going steadily forward. 
Safety devices are being installed at a 
rate never before even considered. Or- 
ders for new material and equipment 
are sufficient to cover anticipated needs. 
There has been no car shortage for 
more than five years. Up to the time 
of the recent Wall Street debacle car- 
loadings were making new records al- 
most every week, not spectacular, but 
a steady increase. The grain crop, large 
as it was, moved in one month less time 
this year than last. Net ton-miles per 
mile of road per day, gross and net 
train-loads, gross ton-miles per train 
hour, net ton-miles per car day, cars 
per train, and other operating records 
by which efficiency is measured are al! 
better than ever before recorded. 

Service to the shippers. has never be- 
fore been so satisfactory. Car-miles per 





car day are the highest on record and 
a new record of average speed of freight 
trains has just been made. Dealers are 
said to be carrying smaller stocks than 
ever before because they can \renew 
without delay. The principal complaint 
shippers now have is with respect to the 
level of the rates, and improved service 
is steadily robbing that complaint of 
its force. In view of the conditions 
above described, the question naturally 
follows, How will public interest be pro- 
moted by the creation of such huge sys- 
tems as are here proposed? . 


My conception of what Congress had 
in mind is, first, that short lines should 
be changed from independent separate 
lines of railroad into branches of trunk- 
line systems thereby providing neces- 
sary equipment, facilities, and funds to 
assure continued operation of these very 
important and necessary parts of the 
transportation machine; second, that 
weak lines should be consolidated with 
stronger trunk lines thus assuring con- 
tinued life and usefulness for’ the weak 
lines; and, third, that the public should 
have the benefit of whatever increased 
efficiency and economy might result 
from single instead of multiple line 
hauls. Beyond this consolidations may 
profit those whose chief functions are 
to reorganize the corporations and mar- 
ket the securities, but certain it is that 
the public will not benefit thereby. 

The specific consolidation provisions 
ans important. We are first directed 
o-— . 
prepare and adopt a plan for the consolida- 
tion of railway properties of the eonti- 
nental United States into a limited number 
of systems. 

I disagree with the thought, whish to 
me is apparent in the conclusions, that 
in directing .the consolidation of . gail- 


Southern Territory 


I am in substantial accord with the 
plan which has been adopted, so far. as 
this territory is concerned. The union 
of the Seaboard Air Line with the Nor- 
folk & Western I regard as highly de- 
sirable, but I would not*join them io the 
Wabash system. 

By way of the Winston-Salem South- 
bound, which it jointly controls with the 
Atlantic Coast Line, the Norfolk & West- 
ern has a splendid connection with the 
Seaboard, and this would provide a good 
north-and-south line all the way fram 
Hagerstown to Atlanta and also to 
Charleston, Savannah and Florida, with 
an equally good connection on the north 
with the proposed ‘Reading system. The 
Seaboard and the Norfolk & Western 
would also make a good route from the 
southern coastal plains via Cincinnati to 
Central territory, and the addition of the 
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton would provide 
connections with all: of the trunk lines. 
There is another connection between the 
Norfolk & Western and the Seaboard at 
Durham, and of course one at Norfolk. 
Union between the two roads would have 
the further advantage that it would give 
the Seaboard a good coal supply. The 
proposed Southern, Coast Line, and Ii- 
nois Central systems are all well sup- 
plied with coal mines located in good 
regions, but not so the Seaboard. -It 
would also give the Norfolk & Western 
an advantageous outlet for its coal in 
southern territory. The consolidated 
system would be quite powerful enough 
to carry the weak Norfolk Southern. 


Western Territory 


In the case of western territory, I am 
in substantial accord with the plan which 
has been adopted with certain exceptions. 
The most important of these is the pro- 
posed union of the Northern Pacific and 
the Great Northern, and the proposed 
divorce of both from the Burlington. I do 
not approve of uniting the two parallel 
and strongly competitive northern lines, 
but on the other hand I regard the divorce 
of the Burlington as an impracticable 
and undesirable undertaking. The sit- 
uation is satisfactory as it now stands, 
Because of the competition of the north- 
ern lines, which are joint and equal 
partners in the control of the Burlington, 
it has the effect of making that road 
practically an independent system. so far 
as management is concerned. Yet the 
advantages of direct intercourse between 
each of the northern lines and the Bur- 
lington, which is naturally tributary to 
both, are preserved. 

Partly because of this belief that no 
attempt should be made to divorce the 
Burlington from the two northern lines, 
I would not join the Missouri-Kansas- 
Texas to the Burlington system. Nor 
would I join the Kansas City Southern 
to the Union Pacific. These two south- 
western lines could with advantage be 
united with each other and the Chicago 
Great Western into an independent sys- 
tem. This would afford direct connec- 
tion all the way from the Twin Cities 
to the Gulf, and would also supply all 
east-and-west systems which it would 
cross with an: independent but friendly 
outlet to the Texas ports. ; 

I am inelined to think, also, that it 
might be to the advantage of the West- 
ern Pacific andthe Denver & Rio Grande 
Western to be combined as a system in- 
dependent of the Missouri Pacific, af- 
fording all of the lines which reach Den- 
ver from the East an outlet to the Pacific 
Coast in competition with the Union 
Pacific. The use of the Moffatt tunnel 
will enable this route to compete on bet- 
ter terms with that of the Union Pacifie. 





roads into a “limited number of sys- 
tems” Congress meant the “smallest 
number of systems consistent with the 
other requirements of the act. Funk 
& Wagnall’s dictionary defines * limited 
as “confined to certain limits.” It fur- 
ther states “limited is often faultily 
used for small, scant, slight, and other 
words of like meaning.” Nowhere does 
the act indicate, and we have no right 
te assume, that the word was faultily 
used by Congress. On the contrary, 
there is every reason to believe that it 
was correctly used. There is therefore 
nothing in the act which requires us to 
consolidate parallel and competing lines 
in order to reduce the number of sys- 
tems. Im fact that is specifically for- 
bidden. 

I believe that the mandate of Con- 
gress that— , : 
in the division of such railways into such 
systems under such plan, competition shall 
be preserved as fully as possible and where- 
ever practicable the existing routes and 
channels of trade and commerce shall be 
maintained— : 
is controlling, and that all other provi- 
sions relating to consolidation were in- 
tended to and should be subordinate 
thereto. For the above reason I do not 
believe that parallel and competing lines 
may lawfully be consolidated. By com- 
peting lines I mean lines which in gen- 
eral serve the same producing points, 
or ports, and the same markets. A con- 
spicuous instance of this is the Great 
Northern and the Northern Pacific which 
are to be consolidated under this plan. 
These lines extend from the Twin Cities 
and from Lake Superior ports on the east 
to Puget Sound ports on the west. They 
parallel each other for their entire length 
of more than 1,800 miles. They serve 
jointly the same ports, the same grain 
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fields, the same mi the same forests; 
and such im nt te cities 
as Spokane, Wash., Butte, Helena, . and 
Billings, Mont., Farge and Grand Forks, 
N. Dak., and a-multitude of smaller com- 
munities at all of which each railroad is, 
as both have testified, the ether’s most 
active competitor. Other instances are 
the Erie and the Nickel Plate which 
parallel and com with each other 
from Chicago te alo, and the Dela- 
ware, Lackawanna & Western and the 
Erie which parallel and compete with 
each other in the territory east of Buf- 
falo. None of these are weak lines and 
no reason exists fer their consolidation 
except to create bigger systems. 
Maintaining existing routes and chan- 
nels of trade is the second major require 
ment. Any consolidation necessarily, te 
a certain extent, closes some routes but 


ROM my view it is clear that the re- 


quirements of Congress, as expressed 
in the act, that— 

The Commission shall as soon as prac- 
ticable prepare and adopt a plan for the 
consolidation of the railway properties of 
the continental United States into a lim- 
ited number of systems * * *. (Sec. 5, 
par. 4.) 

When the Commission has agreed upon 
a tentative plan, it shall give the same pub- 
licity and upon reasonable notice, * * * 
shall hear all persons who may file or pre- 
sent objections thereto. * * * After the 
hearings are at an end, the Commission 
shall adopt a plan for such consolidation 
and publish the same, * * * (Sec. 5, par. 5.) 
were of such a mandatory character that 
complience therewith could be neither 
avoided nor indefinitely delayed. 


I am equally certain that the instruc- 
tions given to the commission for its 
guidance in the preparation and adoption 
of a plan for the consolidation of the rail- 
way properties into a limited number of 
systems, that— 
competition shall be preserved as fully as 
possible and wherever practicable the exist- 
ing routes and channels of trade and com- 
merce shall be maintained. * * * (Sec. 5, 
par. 4.) 
were not idle words, but were intended to 
mean, in their full import, exactly what 
their terms implied. 

Also, that the directions to the com- 
mission that— 

Subject to the foregoing requirements, the 
several systems shall be so arranged that 
the cost of transportation as between com- 
petitive systems and as related to the values 
of the properties through which the service 
is rendered shall be the same, so far as 
practicable, so that these systems can em- 
ploy uniform rates in the movement of com- 
petitive traffic and under efficient manage- 
ment earn substantially the s»me rates of 
return upon the value of their respective 
Tailway pronerties. (Sec. 5, par. 4) 

while secondary to the prime directions 


CONGRESS has declared a policy for 
the Nation in respect to the consoli- 
dation of railroads, and has issued an 
edict as to the manner in which it shall 
be carried out. U.S. Code Title 49, Sec. 
5. Irrespective of what I may think as 
to the wisdom of this policy and the 
method of its execution, I conceive it to 
be my duty, to execute in letter and in 
spirit, the mandate as promulgated. 
In any consideration of this subject, 
it is well to have clearly in mind the few 
principles that have been laid down. 


The first requirement is that we shall 
prepare and adopt a plan for the con- 
solidation of the railway properties “into 
a limited number of systems.” 

Second. that in the division into such 
systems “competition shall be preserved 
as fully as possible.” 

Third, “wherever practicable, the ex- 
isting routes and channels of trade and 
ecommerce shall be maintained.” 

Fourth, and the most important, the 
several systems “shall be so arranged 
that the cost of transportation as be- 
tween competitive systems and as re- 
lated to the values of the properties * * * 
shall be the same, so far as practicable, 
so that these systems can employ uni- 
form rates in the movement of competi- 
tive traffic and under efficient manage- 
ment, earn substantially the same rate of 
return.” 


The foregoing principles are clear, ex- 
plicit and easy of comprehension. They 
constitute the fundamental basis upon 
which all consolidations are to be built. 
A consideration of them and their ap- 
plication as made by the majority in 
New England, Official Territory, and in 
one instance in the West, impels me to 
dissent in those particulars, 


New England 


In complying with the foregoing re- 
quirement of the law, that the railroads 
be consolidated into a “limited number of 
systems,” we have, in the great empire 
stretching 2,000 miles from the Missis- 
sippi to the Pacific and 1,500 miles from 
Canada to the Rio Grande, designated 10 
systems ranging from 7,000 to 17,000 
miles of railroad. In official territory, 
reaching from the Mississippi to the 
Hudson and from the Great Lakes to the 
Ohio, and embracing that part of the 
United States, which affords the greatest 
volume of traffic of any region, we have 
created five systems, of from 17,000 to 
12,000 miles of railroad. In the South, 
including the territory from the Ohio to 
the Gulf and from the Mississippi to the 
Atlantic, we have created three systems, 
fairly comparable in size with those in 
the other parts ef the country. But 
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some of the consolidations here proposed 
will close innumerable routes. he law 
gives each carrier the right to the long 
haul. For many years this has been con- 
strued as applying only to traffic. in pos. - 
session of a carrier. The Supreme Court 
in the Subiaco Case, 278 U. S. 269, broad- 
ens this construction and makes it. apply 
to all routes which short haul a carrier. 
Under this coustruction some of the con- 
solidations here proposed will result in 
the circuitous hauling of traffic to an ex- 
tent that will probably offset all of the 
benefits which might otherwise result. 


The act also provides that— 


systems shall be so arranged that the cost 
of transportation as between competitive 
systems and as related to the values of the 
properties through which the. service is 
rendered shall be the same, so far as prac- 
ticable, so that these syst2ms can employ 


Consolidation of Railroads 


uniform rates in the movement of ecompeti- 
tive traffic and under efficient management 
earn substantially the same rate of return 
upon the value of their respective railway 
Preperties. 

I do not understand that this provision 
of the act means that the systems must 
be equal with respect to either mileage 
or value. The requirement that the 
systems should be able under uniform 
rates to earn substantially the same 
rate of _Teturn indicates that Congress 
was primarily interested in the net 
rather than the gross earnings of the 
properties. This is further proven by the 
inclusion of “efficient management” in 
the provision relating to the rate of re- 
turn. No other single factor will do as 
much to promote public welfare as in- 
tensive efficient. management, close 


TAYLOR, Commissioner, concurring in part: 


as to the preservation of competition 
and of the existing routes and channels 
of trade and commerce, were meant to 
guide the commission in formulating the 
plan which it was instructed to adopt. 
It is clear that'it was the purpose of 
Congress to provide an adequate system 
of rail transportation for the entire 
country. With this purpose in view, I 
do not believe that Congress, in impos- 
ing this tremendous duty upon the com- 
mission, intended it to be merely an idle 
gesture, to become effective only upon 
the voluntary action of the carriers, be- 
cause the law provides that even after 
the adoption of the plan: 

It (the commission) may at any time 
thereafter, upon its own motion or upon 
application, reopen the subject for such 
changes or modifications as in its judgment 
will promote the public interest. 

Thus the commission is authorized to 
change or modify the plan if, in its judg- 
ment, that is desirable. 

Whether the commission has been 
given the power by order to require such 
groupings or consolidations as it may 
find to be in the public interest, I believe 
that question is answered in the affirma- 
tive by the following language found in 
paragraph (8) of section 5 of the act: 

The carriers affected by any order made 
under the foregoing provisions of this sec- 
tion and any corporation organized to effect 
a consolidation approved and authorized in 
such order shall be, and they are hereby, 
relieved from the operation of the “anti- 
trust laws,” as designated in section 1 of 
the Act entitled “An Act to supplement 
existing laws against unlawful restraints 
and monopolies, and for other purposes,” 
approved October 15, 1914, and of all other 
restraints or prohibitions by law, State or 
Federal, in so far as may be necessary to 
enable them to do anything authorized or 
required by any order made under and pur- 
suant to the foregoing provisions of this 
section. 

This provision, which, in effect, gives 
the commission the power to render in- 


operative State and Federal laws, was to 
enable the railroads— 

to do anything authorized or required by 
any order made under and pursuant to the 
foregoing provisions of this section. 

_ This certainly was intended, as I view 
it, to empower the commission to make 
effective its order as to any grouping or 
consolidation which it might authorize 
or require. 

It has been demonstrated that the 
extraordinary and comprehensive power 
which renders, inoperative certain State 
‘and Federal laws is sufficient to enable 
this commission in effect to annul a 
decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Control of Central Pa- 
cific by Southern Pacific, 76 I. C. C. 508. 

In addition, Section 15 a, par. (2), 


. provides: 


In the exercise of its power to prescribe 
just and reasonable rates the commission 
shall initiate, modify, establish, or adjust 
such rates so that carriers as a whole (or 
as a whole in each of such rate groups or 
territories as the commission may from time 
to time designate) will, under honest, effi- 
cient, and economical management and rea- 
sonable expenditures for maintenance of 
way, structures, and equipment, earn an ag- 
gregate annual net railway operating in- 
come equal, as nearly as may be, to a fzir 
return upon the aggregate value of the rail- 
way property of such carriers held for and 
used in the service of transportation. 

With such powers vested in the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, can any- 
one successfully argue that they may 
be used only for the purpose of author- 
izing a consolidation which has been 
voluntarily agreed upon by the carriers, 
or to prevent a consolidation which the 
Commission disapproves, but not for the 
purpose of requiring a consolidation 
which the Commission may determine 
to be in the public interest and neces- 
sary to the preservation of competition 
and the maintenance of existing chan- 
nels of trade and commerce? Such an 


PORTER, Commissioner, coneurring in part: 


when it comes to New England, far 
smaller than any one of. the three grand 
divisions of the country here referred to, 
we have created five separate systems 
ranging from 400 to 4,500 miles. This 
is not, in my judgment, viewed in the 
light of what we have done in other parts 
of the country, a compliance with the 
very first requirement of the law—that 
the railroads be consolidated into a 
limited number of systems. 


We have many times recognized the pe- 
culiar transportation difficulties of the 
New England lines. The New England 
Investigation 27 I. C. C. 560; Financial 
Investigation of New York, New Haven 
& Hartford R. R. Co., 31 I. C. C. 32; Pro- 
posed Increases in New England, 49 I. 
C. C. 421; Ex Parte 74, 58, I. C. C. 220; 
New England Divisions 66, I. C. C. 196. 
In New England Divisions supra at page 
199 we said: 

They “perform their part of the inter- 
change service under less favorable condi- 
tions than their connections west of the 
Hudson River. They are t2rminai lines; 
their hauls are short; their traffic splits 
at frequent junction points and is diffused 
over many secondary and branch lines; 
their train loads are necessarily relatively 
light; the density of their freight traffic is 
relatively low; and while their investment 
per mile of road is low, their investment 
per revenue ton mile is relatively high. 
Moreover, no coal mines are located on their 
rails, and fuel and many other supplies 
must be brought from considerable dis- 
tances.” 

The New England railroads with all 
these and many other difficulties have a 
mutuality of interest. Their interests 
are closely interwoven with one another 
by historical, financial, commercial, and 
geographical considerations. We should 
spare no effort to place them in a posi- 
tion where they may be aided in over- 
coming their difficulties and in main- 
taining an adequate system of transpor- 
tation to serve the public in their sec- 
tion. 


I am convinced that this can best be 
accomplished by the unification of all the 
rail lines of New England into a single 
comprehensive system. This, in the past. 
seems to have met with the approval of 
a majority of the members of a com- 
mittee appointed by the governors of 
the six States. It was advocated at the 
hea’ ings, and is now advocated, by lead- 
ing railway executives experienced in 
the management of railroad properties, + 
andi was favorably commented upon by 
Professor Ripley. in his very learned 
treatise of the situation, appearing in 63 
I. C. C., pages 517 to 525. 


The group plan therein discussed by 
Frofessor Ripley omitted from the group 


the Boston & Albany and the Grand 
Trunk Lines, but every argument ad- 
vanced by him applies with equal force 
to a complete New England system. 
Among the reasons mentioned were the 
following: The preservation of the exist- 
ing freedom of interchange with con- 
nections from every part of the country; 
the continued benefit to New England of 
the rivalry of the carriers from the West 
and South in the exchange traffic at the 
different gateways; the advantage of a 
consolidated power in dealing with the 
trunk lines as to divisions of through 
rates; the preservation of entirely onen 
connections by sea} and the aid provided 
by such a plan in solving the important 
problem of a constant supply of fuel at 
reasonable rates throughout the entire 
territory. 


In the past, every trunk line has had 
access ecually with every other trunk line 
to the New England gateways. Bv the 
eight cateways the railways of the South 
and West have had free access, and all of 
New England have, in consequence, en- 
joyed the rivalry of these different car- 
riers in the disposal of their products. 
This would be assured for the future by 
a single system in New England. inter- 
ested alike at all the gateways. The di- 
visions of throuzh rates accorded to the 
New England lines has been before this 
Commission on numerous occasions. 
Scarcely anything can be imagined which 
will contribute more to bring about and 
maintain a fair and just division of 
through rates, than the knowled¢e on the 
part of the trunk lines of the power 
lodged in 2 single carrier controlling all 
the traffic of New England and able to 
divert it throuch any of its several gate- 
ways. No other portion of our country 
is so vitally interested in the preserva- 
tion of entirely open connections by sea, 
particularly as concerns the coastwise 
situation, owing to the large proportion 
of its ponulation that lives within a com- 
paratively short distance of the seacoast. 
The maintenance of a just relationship 
of rates—all rail rates to the West or 
South, and rates by rail East out to tide, 
then on by water—which keep open the 
coastwise routes, is a matter of deep con- 
cern to entire New Fngland. A system 
of railwavs interested particularly in the 
Port of Boston could do much to aid in 
its prosperity. 

The principal objection that seems to 
be urged to a single system for New 
England is that it fails to comply with 
the second requirement of the statute, 
heretofore mentioned, that competition 
shall be preserved as fully as possible. 
It will be observed that the statute does 
not require the creation or development 


enough to the public to understand the 
needs of the shippers in the territory 


served and to be readily reached to ad- 
just complaints and to give intelligent 
and sympathetic consideration to sugges- 
tions for the betterment of the service, 
and close enough to the employees to 
have intimate knowledge of their work- 
ing conditions and to command their re- 
spect and insure their hearty coopera- 
tion. It will be extremely difficult, if not 
impossible, to extend such management 
over some of the systems which we here 
propose. . 

I go along with this plan, therefore, 
only because it will cut the Gordian knot 
ai permit helpful consolidations and 
not because I expect economy and effi- 
ciency of operation to be promoted by 
the gigantic systems here proposed. _ 


assumption is contrary to the rule of 
reason. 

As the proposed plan is a long step 
in the direction of complying with the 
mandate of Congress, although it con- 
tains groupings which, no doubt, will 
be rearranged upon further considera- 
tion, I approve of it in the main. I 
disagree with the conclusions in so far 
as approval is given to the consolidation 
of the Northern Pacific and the Great 
Northern. Consolidation of these two 
properties was attempted in 1893, in 
1896, and in 1901. The Supreme Court 
of the United States determined that 
they were competitive lines; that by 
their consolidation competition would be 
destroyed; and that the consolidation 
was therefore contrary to law. Among 
many reasons set up by the Court for 
declining to approve of this consolida- 
tion, it said: 

The consolidation of these two great cor- 
porations will unavoidably result in giving 
to the defendant a monopoly of all traffic 
in the northern half of the State of Min- 
nesota, as well as of all transcontinental 
traffic north of the line of the Union Pacific, 
against which public regulations will be but 
a feeble protection. (Pearsall v. Great 
Northern Railway, 161 U. S. 646.) 

In the light of this conclusion of the 
Supreme Court, and the facts before us, 
I do not believe that the consolidation 
of the Northern Pacific and the Great 
Northern will be in the public interest, 
nor that the requirements of law that 
competition shall be preserved as fully 
as possible and that the existing routes 
and channels of trade and commerce 
shall be maintained have been met. Un- 
til these facts are definitely established, 
and in my view they have not been, the 
commission’s power to, in effect, suspend 
the operation of the anti-trust laws, 
which the Supreme Court has found 
would be violated by this consolidation, 
has not fully matured. 


of competition where little, if any, has 
existed. It requires only the preserva- 
tion of existing competition, where pos- 
sible. Congress recognized that in the 
process of consolidation, competition ex- 
isting between the units brought together 
to form the larger system would be oblit- 
erated, but that so far as possible com- 
petition should be preserved between the 
resulting larger systems. The record 
demonstrates quite clearly that there is 
very little competition within New Eng- 
land at present between the various lines. 
The competition between the two princi- 
‘pal systems, the New Haven and the 
Boston & Maine, within New England 
is not worth considering. Direct rail 
competition within the territory is lim- 
ited to comparatively few points, and, 
since two-thirds of its freight tonnage 
is interchange business at the regional 
frontiers, competition in railroad service 
for New England depends more on its 
relation to the outside trunk lines than 
on the existence of separate New Eng- 
land carriers. Then, too, in considering 
the question of competition, it should be 
borne in mind that the recent rapid de- 
velopment of truck service is an ever 
present power constantly exerting itself, 
which precludes the possibility of the 
presence of those difficulties and abuses 
that usually accompany a monopolistic 
situation. 


At the hearings all agreed that there 
were opportunities for economies in op- 
erating the 8,000 miles of New England 
road as a unit. All agreed further that 
the real competition of New England 
business arises at the Hudson River and 
Canadian gateways. It is this competi- 
tion which New England is zealous to 
preserve. 

A complete New England consolidation 
presents no operating difficulties of mag- 
nitude since its road mileage would be 
only about 8,000 miles and its geography 
would be most compact. The executives 
in charge of such a system located at 
some central point such as Boston, could 
reach any part of it in a comparatively 
few hours. They could maintain close 
contact with their principal employees 
and the public, this contact being essen- 
tial to efficient management and service. 
These reasons and many others that 
might be mentioned, compel me to favor 
a complete New England system embrac- 
ing all the rail mileage within its limits; 
a system owned and managed by New 
England, and for New England, Below 
are shown .the lines comprising such a 
system, together with the mileage in- 
volved, the valuation as of December 31, 
1928, the rail operating revenues, the 
net rail operating income, and the rate 
of return, 
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Per 
cent 
New York, New Haven & Hartford ............ 2, 148. 97 |$487, 291, 963 |$137, 633, 053 |$29, 238, 404 6.00 
Bangor & Aroostook.....-.....-.--<-.----.2.2..- 614.23 | 28, 186, 503 7, 199,222 | 1,899, 190 6.74 
PEON COU EOE ttn a kote gs cosqnenccnconecccata 1,122.33 | 73,372:227| 19, 2 899 | 2, 704, 327 3.69 
Atlantic & St. Lawrence............-..--...-..- 166.78 | 11, 551, 962 2, 532,219 | 1 988,351 |....... 
Central Vermont... 404.02} 32,061,476 7, 603,825 | 1, 281,954 4.00 
Rutland......... 413.01 | 24,098, 103 6, 626, 282 940, 883 3.90 
Boston & Maine. 2,083.30 | 279,511,348 | 76,624, 238 | 12, 802, 969 4.58 
OS BF EE ire caut wrcncenscecvssesspocesinciegnh in thaamthataelesatbnuhtasslposvanshinihibougens 
Lehigh & Hudson River_. 96. 60 5 482, 960 2, 822, 847 522, 024 9. 52 
Lehigh & New England... Lenguesenecsss! 216.67 | 14, 031, 062 5,392;412 | 1,291,313 8. 63 
‘New York Connecting..................-.....-- 20.50 | 24, 776, 096 2, 857,741 | 1,068, 920 431 
Wilkes-Barre Conn % 6. 66 WEEE lnnccgceesouns 50, 230 9.94 
Belfast & Moosehead 33. 07 1, 036, 787 159, 667 50 
65.07 | 1,358,795 189, 562 See 
21.48}  4507,330 241, 256 5.38 
20. 28 505, 787 175, 059 L334 
43. 50 2, 142, 933 490, 880 
96. 20 3, 150, 552 524, 014 
2,23 348, 809 51, 829 
5.00 * 67, 466 16, 782 
8.00 3173, 853 23, 912 
5. 43 389, 052 16, 730 
8.16 62, 651 20, 430 3, 
43. 50 473, 758 61, 085 11, 
eueuen 22. 12 368, 526 64, 008 14, 
coo 6.14 110, 981 56, 372 Z 
jury 10. 50 201, 28, 627 13,015 
Hoosac Tunnel & Wilmington 24.00 537,315 46, 921 112,874 
“White River R. R. Co. 17. 44 421, 11, 254 173, 895 
Woodstock Ry. Co....-. 13. 88 495, 364 59, 533 19, 447 
“Vermont & Province Line. 10. 01 109, 387 33, 723 1 37, 589 
Moshassuck Valley R. R. Co. 2. 23 , 982 41, 659 16,328 
Narragansett Pier R. R. Co....-. 8. 03 364, 759 103, 758 315 
Wood River Branch.......... 5. 62 96, 405 14, 237 1309 
South Manchester............ 1.94 174, 063 *43, 423 861 
Wescksttieebaindabedeceesdhsescadonncad 90 
1 Denotes red. 


2 Lessor company; included in New York Central; 


3 Represents book value. 


One other féature of the majority’s 
treatment of the properties iu the New 
England region that seems of serious 
consequence is the allocation of the Dela- 
ware and Hudson to the same system as 
the Boston and Maine and other New 
England carriers. The great object which 
the New England shippers have always 
sought to obtain is freedom to route their 
traffic via any of the numerous gateways 
to the north and west of the New Eng- 
land region. Thus those served by the 
Boston and. Maine can route their traffic 
via the Canadian gateways or reach the 
trunk lines west of the Hudson river by 


* means of the connection between the Bos- 
~ ton and Maine and Delaware and Hudson 
~ at Mechanicville and with the New York 


Central at Rotterdam Junction. On ac- 
count of the divisions the attitude of the 
Boston and Maine, for instance, would be 
more or less neutral as to whether. the 
traffic was delivered to the New York 
Central or to the Delaware and Hudson. 
Inclusion of the Delaware and Hudson in 
the same system as the Boston and Maine 
would seem to at once raise a conflict 
of interest between the enlarged system 
and its shippers because obviously the 
system would insist on the long haul 
which would embrace substantially the 
entire length of the Delaware and Hud- 
son, thus eliniinating to a large extent 
the very important connection with the 
New York Central system at Rotterdam 
Junction, and to a lesser extent the in- 
terchange with the Canadian lines at 
northern New England junctions except 
where the routing via thosSe junctions 
may be influenced by differential rates. 
The interchange of the Boston and Maine 
with the New York Central system at 
Rotterdam Junction amounts to several 
hundred thousand cars yearly and is as 
fully important as is the Boston and 
Maine’s interchange with the Delaware 
and Hudson at Mechanicville. -Iit seems 
to me that the greatest freedom in com- 
petition would be obtained by including 
the Deleware and Hudson in a system 
west of the Hudson River, or by having 
it controlled in the joint interest of all 
the systems west of the river. 


Official Territory 


In Official Territory, “it is a condition 
and not a theory that confronts us.” 
There is in this region one paramount 
carrier. It advertises to the world, free 


from contradiction, that-it carries more . 


passengers and more tons of freight than 
any railroad in America. I refer to the 
Pennsylvania System. There is in the 
same territory a very close second to the 
Pennsylvania System, so close that many 
regard it as fairly equal in every way. 
I refer to the New York Central System. 
These two great, aggressive, and power- 
ful transportation machines, each effi- 
ciently and honestly managed, are ac- 
tively competing one with the other, and 
striving to serve the public with zeal 
and fidelity. There are approximately 
58,000 miles of railroad in Official Terri- 
tory, nearly one-half of which are owned 
or controlled by’these companies. They 
control an even greater proportion of 
the desirable "mileage. We can not as- 
sume, in dealing with this territory, as 
we can in the South or West, that more 
mileage may be constructed in the near 
future for a much more static condition 
exists. 


I realize that it is said that mileage 
and competitive strength are not syn- 
onymous; that there are comparatively 
short lines which in net-earnings and in 
operating ratios make a better showing 
than some of the larger systems. Yet I 
wonder, for instance, what would happen 
to the Delaware, Lackawanna & West- 
ern, one of the comparatively short and 
strong lines, if all of its neighbors and 
particularly those upon which it depends 
for receiving traffic from the West were 
permitted to combine into single systems 
with through lines from the Middle West 
I can well 
imagine those in charge of that property 


‘would at once claim that if all of their 


neighbors and principal. traffic feeders 


be permitted to combine, they, too, would 
want to be affiliated with some system 
equal in strength to their neighbors. It 
must be conceded, however, that if the 
policy of consolidation is to prevail as 
outlined by Congress, in order for any 
one system to have strength comparable 
with another, it must have sufficient mile- 
age to reach as many of the principal 
sources of traffic as possible, and have 
sufficient mileage to deliver that traffic 
at important places of ultimate destina- 
tion. 

Aside from the matter of mileage, the 
present predominant strength of the two 
systems above mentioned is clearly in- 
dieated by other facts. The gross reve- 
nues for the first six months of 1929 of 
the two systems were more than $20,000,- 
000 in excess of that of all other eastern 
roads, and their net railway operating in- 
come was $2,000,000 more for the same 
period. The Pennsylvania and the New 
York Central systems earned last year 
(1928), 52.6 per cent of the revenues of 
all Class I railroads in Eastern Territory, 
excluding the Pocahontas Lines and all 
the New England roads, except the Bos- 
ton & Albany. Whatever additional sys- 
tems might be set up in this territory 
would thus have only 47.4 per cent of the 
revenues remaining to be divided among 
them. Including the Pocahontas Lines, 
the Pennsylvania and the New York Cen- 
tral have 47.8 per cent of the revenues. 
If the Norfolk & Western be added to 
the Pennsylvania and nothing to the New 
York Central, the two systems would 
have 51.7 per cent of the total, including 
the Pocahontas Lines. The strategic lo- 
cation and desirability of the lines of 
these two major systems are indicated 
by the fact that their percentage of 
either the total gross or net operating 
incomes as compared with the total gross 
or net incomes of all other Official Ter- 
ritory roads, is nearly 10 per cent greater 
than their percentage of the total miles 
of road in Official Territory. Tests other 
than mileage and revenue will show 
practically similar relationships of the 
foregoing systems to the entire official 
territory group of carriers. 

As has been indicated, there are in 
this district, outside of the lines owned 
by the two major systems described, ap- 
proximately 33,000 miles of railroad. 
This mileage is divided among approxi- 
mately 25 fairly important lines. Of 
these lines, if the so-called Chesapeake 
& Ohio-Nickel Plate Lines are entitled 
in any sense to be regarded as a sys- 
tem, they, and the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad, are the two most important 
existing systems. . 

What has been said briefly but cor- 
rectly portrays the existing railway sit- 
uation in this section of the country. 
The problem confronting us is, how 
shall these actualities be met in deter- 
mining upon a plan of consolidation in 
this territory, in conformity with the 
clear mandate of Congress? 

It should be stated at the very outset 
that at the time of the passage of the 
law providing for consolidation of the 
railroads, there were in existence a num- 
ber of large railway systems. There 
was no indication given in the law that 
it was the desire of Congress that unifi- 
cation of the roads be brought about 
by the dismemberment of any of these 
large systems. It would seem apparent, 
on the other hand, that consolidation be 
consummated by a unification of those 
lines not already members of a domi- 
nant system so that the new or strength- 
ened systems would be fairly compara- 
ble in competitive strength and earning 
power with each other and with the 
larger systems. 

Upon the face of the situation, is it 
not manifest that the real solution is 
to bring together the railways in this 
territory, outside of the two prominent 
systems, in such a manner that the re- 
sulting systems will be as nearly equal 
as possible to the existing two major 
systems? It would appear possible of 
almost mathematical demonstration that 
the greater the number of systems cre- 
ated from the 33,000 miles of road— 
and much of it less desirable: mileage— 








the relatively. weaker. will.be the indi- 


- yidual units thus created. 


The majority propose to meet this 
problem by the creation of three systems 
in addition to.the Pennsylvania and the 
New.. York Central. They would add 
some to the strength of the Baltimore & 
Ohio System, and both add to and take 
from the Chesapeake & Ohio-Nickel 
Plate System.. At the same time, they 
would attempt tq set up a comparatively 
new third system, cgmmonly referred 
to as the Wabash. 

A preliminary glance at the new third 
system is rather significant. The ma- 
jority would start it on the bank of the 
Missouri_ River at Kansas. City and 
Omaha, then by way of the Wabash, 
through St. Louis to Chicago, Detroit, 
Toledo, and Buffalo, and then- on the 
one hand by the Lehigh Valley Railroad, 
and on the other by the Wheeling & 
Lake Erie, Pittsburgh & West Virginia 
and the Western Maryland, to the At- 
lantic seaboard. They would also pro- 
ceed from Chicago by way of the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio of Indiana and the Nor- 
folk & Western to a third port on the 
Atlantic. Then continuing southward 
along the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf 
coast by means of the Seaboard Air Line 
they would bring their fifth system to 
the cities of Montgomery and Birming- 
ham, Ala. I do not quite understand 
why, in their spirit of generosity, they 
did not add to this the line of the Frisco 
from Birmingham to. Kansas City, and 
thus create a system which would com- 
pletely encircle the entire eastern half of 
the United States. The very geograph- 
ical extent and character of the pro- 
posed system is sufficient to demonstrate 
its impracticability. 

A more important consideration of the 
proposed fifth system in the East is its 
constituent elements. It would be, in 
truth and in fact, a second Pennsyl- 
vania system. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that the Pennsylvania di- 
rectly and indirectly owns or ~controls 
a majority of the capital stock of the 
Wabash, the constituent parent company 
of the proposed system. It is likewise 
generally known that the Pennsylvania 
owns a substantial, if not a controlling 
interest in the Lehigh Valley Railroad. 
It is also known that the Pennsylvania 
owns and tontrols the major portion of 
the capital stock of the Norfolk & West- 
ern, a road absolutely necessary to the 
fifth system, by reason of its strong 
financial postion. The Pennsylvania has 
declared that it will not part with its 
ownership or control of these important 
and necessary elements of the proposed 
system until they are compelled, if ever, 
anywhere short of the last legal ditch. 
Even if litigation now pending, together 
with the additional litigation necessary 


_ before this system can be formed, were 


finally successful, it will be many years 
before the roads forming the nucleus 
of this system ‘can be unified. . This un- 
necessarily further complicates and post- 
pones for years the final settlement of 
the situation as concerns this territory. 
From what has been said in reference 
to the present strength of the New York 


Central and Pennsylvania systems, and™ 


with the latter system still further 
strengthened by the additional system 
here proposed to be set up, so that that 
system will have two out of the five, it 
will inevitably result in a further weak- 
ening of any remaining lines. Evidently, 
the majority are strong believers in the 
biblical suggestion “For whosoever hath, 
to him shall be given, and he shall have 
more abundance; but whosoever hath not 
shall be taken away even that he hath.” 

The systems we are primarily con- 
cerned with here are what are termed 
or generally spoken of as official terri- 
tory systems. The majority propose 
systems almost wholly within this 
region, other than the new Wabash sys- 
tem, varying in mileage from approxi- 
mately 10,000 to 12,000 miles. The pro- 
posed Wabash system would have less 
than 6,000 miles of road in official terri- 
tory. If we add to that the 2,000“miles 
of the Norfolk & Western, as included 
in this region, it then makes a system 
of less than 8,000 miles as compared 
with the others of far greater mileage. 
By adding the Seaboard Air Line, which 
operates in a territory wholly foreign to 
the one in which the other systems 
would be operating, we have a system 
of approximately 11,500 miles. 

The operating revenues of the Penn- 
sylvania system are $704,000,000 or 
$61,286 per mile of road, and of the 
present New York Central system, $610,- 
000,000 or $50,195 per mile of road. The 
present operating revenues of the lines 
forming the proposed Wabash system 
in official territory are $208,000,000 or 
$32,050 per mile of road. If we add to 
this the Norfolk & Western, it would 
increase the total to $315,000.000 and 
$35,948 per mile of road, but still much 
less in comparison than that of thé 
Pennsylvania or the New York Central 
systems. The Seaboard added to these 
would make $372,000,000 or $28,103 per 
mile of road. It takes about five miles 
of the Seaboard to. earn as much as one 
mile of the Pennsylvania. Of the major 
lines comprising the majority’s proposed 
fifth system, the Wabash and the Lehigh 
Valley earn $143,000,000 or nearly 69 
per cent of the total. After all, it seems 
quite obvious that so far as official ter- 
ritory particularly is concerned, this 
proposed system would prove at best. to 
be severely handicapped in its efforts to 
thrive under all conditions and circum- 
stances upon the same level of rates as 
can systems like the Pennsylvania and 
the New York Central. 

If time and space permitted, it could 
be demonstrated that the other two sys- 
tems of official territory, the Baltimore 


& Ohio. and .. the e & Ohio- 
Nickel. Plate systems, would m lixe man- 
ner be relatively .weak from a trans- 
portation, standpoint as compared with 
the. two major. systems, and thus like- 
wise handicapped in their ability to effi- 
ciently serve the public and prosper un- 
der.a common level of rates. The sum 
total of the situation simply is that 
there are not enough railroads for more 
than two additional, reasonably- ade- 
quate systems that. can be creaicd out 
of the. mileage not actually owned by the 
Pensylvania. and New York Ceniral. . It 
should be further observed that -present 
routes, facilities, service, and competi- 
tion _.being adequate,.there is no _sub- 
stantial reason why any attempt should 
be made to build. up more than two ad- 
ditional systems. A third one, as is 
here proposed.to be formed out of. this 
remaining mileage, will inevitably be 
formed at the expense of the other two 
and all three ‘will be inadequate in com- 
parison with the two existing dominant 
systems. 


Much more might be stated in demon- 
stration of-the error of attempting to 
build up what is commonly termed a 
“fifth system” in Official Territory. 
Enough has been said, however. to indi- 
eate some of the fundamental weak- 
nesses of such a seheme and which may 
serve to.call to.the mind of anyone in- 
terested, the many others possible of 
mention. Any unbiased mind must be 
impressed with the absolute fut‘lity of 
the allocation as proposed by the ma- 
jority. 

In the discussion of the question, I 
have not included in my consideration 
the so-called short or weak lines. While 
the short lines as allocated add ssmewhat 
to the total mileage of the various sys- 
tems, they are in a great many instances 
sources of weakness rather than 
strength. In faet, one of the good re- 
sults expected to be accomplished by con- 
solidation is that the strong roads will 
carry the weak ones and on the whole be 
able to maintain an adequate system of 
transportation at the lowest possible 
level of rates. It is the well maintained 
Class I roads that must form the back- 
bone of any successful railway system. 


Having indicated what I regard as the 
existing situation, the problem confront- 
ing us arising therefrom, and the rea- 
sons underlying my inability to agree 
with the solution adopted by the major- 
ity, I feel constrained to briefly set forth 
what I regard as the only proper method 
of arriving at a solution of the question 
in harmony with both the letter and 
spirit of the plain direction of Congress. 
All will agree that we should deal with 
the matter in a practical way. Under 
the provisions of the law, the actual con- 
solidation of the railroads must proceed 
on a voluntary basis. It follows, there- 
fore, if this is to be accomplished, the 
proposed consolidation must be_ suffi- 
ciently advantageous as to afford an in- 
centive to the carriers to go forward, 
subject always to the limitation that 
nothing be permitted which is not in the 
public interest.--As much as we might 
desire a more perfect answer than under 
existing circumstances we can find, we 
must accept things as they are, and 
make the best adjustment possible that 
affords a reasonable probability of at- 
tainment. As has been already indi- 
cated, we can not be expected to dis- 
member to any. great extent well articu- 
lated systems that are now functioning. 
We have to accept the Pennsylvania and 
the New York Central as permanent in- 
stitutions. The question is then, what 
shall we do with the 33,000 miles not 
parts of those carriers? Keeping in 
mind the fundamental requirements im- 
posed by the law that the results of our 
work must be systems fairly equal in 
competitive strength and earning power 
under a common level of rates, I can see 
but one answer—two other systems, or 
four in all. 


The President, in his message to the 
second session of the Seventy-first Con-.~ 
gress, on December 23, 1929, admirably’ 
expressed the results to be obtained if 
the directions of Congress are wisely 
carried out: 

The chief purpose of consolidation is to 
secure well balanced systems with more uni- 
form and satisfactory rate structure, a more 
stable financial structure, more equitable 
distribution of traffic, greater efficicncy, and 
single line instead of multiple line hauls. 
In this way t'e country will have the assur- 
ance of better service and ultimately at 
lower and more even rates than would other- 
wise be attained. 

Using the words of the President, 
“well balanced systems” means, in »my 
judgment, four and not five systems. 
The present New York Central and Penn- 
sylvania systems ramify through most of 
this region. Both touch each other at 
all points west of the Buffalo-Pittsburgh 
Line. One is prominent in the State of 
New York, the other in Pennsylvania. 
The Baltimore & Ohio is the next largest 
system with intensive development in 
Ohio, West ‘Virginia and around the 
Pittsburgh District. The building up of 
systems from the remaining mileage,. to 
compete effectively-in all respects with 
the two larger systems can, in my judg- 
ment, be accomplished best by adding 
strength to the Baltimore & Ohio and 
fashioning the other lines into the fourth 
system. There is now a basis for the 
fourth system—what may be called the 
Chesapeake & Qhio—Nickel Plate sys- 
tem. The indisputable fact is that even 
then no effort can place these systems on 
an .equal basis with the New York Cen- 
tral in New York and Lower Michigan 
or the Pennsylvania in the Pittsburgh 
District. The four systems will, how- 
ever, meet the requirements of the law 
and contribute much to bring’ about: the 
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eutgbl results mentioned by the Presi 
ent. : 

Another distinct advantage of this pr: 
posal over the fifth party plan is thai 
is practical, not theoretical. ft has ti 
possibility of early accomplishment. 
need not wait the outcome of leng 
and vexations litigation. People now 
being may reasonably hope to live to : 
its realization. 

The lines contprising such a four par', 
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_plan, together with the mileage involved, 
the valuation as of December 31, 1928,.the 
rail operating revenues, the net rail oper- 
ating income and the rate of return are 
at out below, and I invite a study of the 
ivantage of this plan as proposed in the 
ivem belief that it comes as nearly com- 
lying with the statute and as likely to 
roduce what may be expected from well- 
balaneed systems, as any that may be 


nggested. 
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New York Central System, year ended Dec. 31, 1928 
The N. Y. Central R. R. Co., together with all of its general recognized subsidiaries, 


except the Tos 


New York Central R. R. Co.!_.......-...-- 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis. 
Cincinnati Northern. ....................... 
Evansville, Indianapolis & Terre Haute...- 
Fulton Chain. 

Michigan Central-...-..--.....- 

Chicago, Kalamazoo & Saginaw 
Pittsburgh & Laké Erie. 
Raquette Lake 

New York, Ontario & Westernr- - 
Virginian. 


4 Includes data of Boston. & Albany R. R. 
? Represents book value. 
* Denotes red. : 


ton & Albany 
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Pennsylvania System, year ended Dec. 31, 1928 


The Pennsylvania R. R. Co., together with all of its generally recognized sub- 
sidiaries, including the following: 
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Baltimore & Ghie System, year ended Dec. 31, 1928 


The Baltimore & Ohio R. R. Co., together with all of its generally recognized sub- 
sidiaries, including the following: 


Baltimore & Ohie 
Dayton & Union... chin de aiekeoae 
Cincinnati, Indianapelis & Western * 
ing Com 
Atlantic 
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Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville___._---. 
Wabash (east of Mississippi River} (34)... . 
eg istique & Lake Superior R. R. Co. 

anistique 6 Su R. R. Co. 
Detroit, Toledo & Lronton_, os 
Buffalo, Rochester & Pittsburgh. sia 
New Jersey, Indiana & tftinois R. R, Co... 
Buffalo and Susquehanna 
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3 Transportation operations conducted by the Central R. R. Co, of N. J. and the Pennsylvania R. R. Co. 
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Chesapeake & Ohio System, year ended Dec. 31, 1928 
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served by three of the systems. Thus, 
the most important Atlantic ports in this 


- territory, which are also very large con- 


suming centers, will be reached by three” 
or all of the- four systems. > 

Second. The largest coal-producing 
regiens of the East, those of Virginia and 
West Virginia, will be tapped by the 
four systems, three of which cross this 
important section on their way from the 
Ohio River to Hampton Roads and the 
fourth reaching well into the heart of it 
from the North. 

Third. Each of the systems will ramify 
throughout the territory and will be in a 
position to contribute to the widespread 
distribution of traffic. The important 
centers and traffic producing points of 
Pittsburgh, Buffalo, Cleveland, Toledo, 
Detroit, Columbus, Cincinnati, Indiana- 
polis, Louisville, St. Louis, and Chicago, 
will be reached by the four systems. 
Other gateways along the Mississippi and 
the Ohio will be reached by from one to 
three of the systems. The list of cities 
thus reached will readily demonstrate 
how completely will be served the large 
centers of manufacturing, the great 
sources of fuel and other commodities, 
the important traffic centers at the lake 
ports, and the many points of traffic in- 
terchange. 

Fourth. Mileage, property investment, 
gross earnings, and net operating income 
are more nearly equalized than would 
be at all possible in the case of a larger 
number of systems. 

Fifth. The four systems will have 
equality of opportunity to serve the pub- 
lic throughout the entire region, to pro- 
vide adequate facilities, and to make 
necessary extensions when found within 
the interest of the public, 

Sixth. The four well-balanced systems 
will provide more effective and actual 
competition throughout the entire district 
than any additional number of systems 
ean possibly afford. 


Western Territory 

Without attempting to discuss the 
merits, but simply for the purpose of 
inviting further consideration at the 
time that consolidation by proper ap- 
plication may be sought to be effectu- 
ated, I wish to mention one allocation 
made by the majority in this territory 
which I think merits consideration. 

Extending across the very heart of 
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Bay & Western R. R.... 
R. R. Co. (west of Mexico, 


BRGEEE GARE 


8 Book value. 


Confident that the suggestions I have 
made in this concurrence are worthy of 


consideration, particularly when applica-__ 


tions shal be made, looking to the effec- 
tuation of consolidation, I submit that 
competition will be largely preserved, 
present routes and channels of trade will 


: Consolidation of Railroads 


Average 
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44 
7 
2 
86 
75 
15 
53 
70 
70 
31 
23 
75 
87 
59 


the great Western Empire is the finan- 
cially strong, physically well-maintained, 
and efficiently managed Union Pacific 
System, with its mainline extending 
from Omaha to O, n, Utah, and thence 
by three arms reaching the Pacific Ocean, 
one of which over its own line to Port- 
land, one over trackage’ rights to San 
Francisco, and the third over its own 
tracks to Los Angeles. We also propose 
to allow it to acquire an outlet from 
Kansas City to the Gulf of Mexico. 
Through this same central portion of 
the country there is. now the Western 
Pacific from San Francisco to Salt Lake 
City and the Denver & Rio Grande West- 
ern from there to Denver. These two 
lines in the past have been considered as 
being far from strong transportation 
units in any respect. To afford any real 
competition worthy of the name with the 
Union Pacific.*they must be coupled up 
with some efficient and powerful trans- 
portation company, able to assist them 
financially and with a large volume of 
traffic. The majority propose to doe this 
by allocating these two carriers to the 
Missouri Pacific System. To my mind, 
the Missouri Pacifie System is not in a 
position to give the strength either finan- 
cially or in a traffic way to the Western 
Pacific and the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western that is necessary to make them 
capable of effectually competing with 
the Union Pacific. The Missouri Pacific 
is essentially a Southwestern System, but 
recently put together, and not yet es- 
tablished on a basis sufficiently sound to 
afford the necessary strength to these 
two Western lines. Furthermore, it does 
not reach over its own tracks the gate- 
way of Denver. 

I am persuaded that the Burlington 
System, by reason of its splendid phys- 
ical condition, its conservative capital 
structure, its strong financial position, 
and its physical location, affords much 
the better parent for a new transconti- 
nental line from Chicago to the Pacific. 
I would, therefore, in addition to what 
the majority have allocated to the Bur- 
lington System, add the Western Pacific 
and the Denver & Rio Grande Western. 
With the completion of the Moffat Tunnel 
and the Dotsero Cut-off, this route has 
great possibilities, but it will take a very 
powerful system such as the Burlington 
to make it effective. I submit the fol- 
lowing as my proposed Burlington Sys- 
tem in lieu of that proposed by the ma- 
jority: 
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be left undisturbed, and that the systems 
proposed are fairly well balanced in those 
necessary elements that go to make up 
an adequate system of transportation. 
By the commission. 
[SEAL.] GEORGE B. McGINTY, 
Secretary. 
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| Does not include 190.64 miles in Canada. 


It will be readily observed that the 
four-system plan above eoutfined reveals 
the following distinct advantages: 

First, The important port of New York 
will be served by the four systems, any 
one of which will have as complete ter- 
minal facilities as it is peasible te pro- 
vide at this time. Twe of the systems 
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will have entry to the port of Philadel- 
phia, with a third system, the New York 
Central, reaching Bethlehem Junction, 
Pa., a point from which it will be entirely 


possible for it to enter this important ° 


port, as may likewise be true of the 
Chesapeake & Ohio System. Baltimore, 
Norfolk, and Washington will each be 
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The United States Dai. ° 


The average person in the United States spen:'s 
each year for railroad travel only $8.13. (Total nas- 
senger revenue divided by population. ) 

Railroad executives know, however, that the reo '- 
ers of The United States Daily travel a great dea! 


more than any average group. 
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They may not know how much the average re2 + 
of The United States Daily spends each year on br: 
ness travelalone .. . 

It is $1,676.00! 

More than two hundred times the average! 

There are two other important reasons why raii- 
road advertisers use The United States Daily: 


First, Railroad advertising in The United States 
Daily appears regularly before executives who shi: 
more freight than perhaps any other group of simi! 
size in the country. 

Second, Railroad advertising in The United States 
Daily appears constantly before a national grow: >f 
large investors, large holders of railroad securities. 
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Here aresome of the leading railroads which have 
been quick to appraise favorably and use The Unite 1 
States Daily. Their advertising appears in the pages 
of the regular issues. 


Great Northern Illinois Cen*ra! 
Pennsylvania System Southern Pa:i: 
Baltimore & Ohio Canadian Paci: '- 
Atlantic Coast Line Santa Fe Sys: 
Missouri Pacific Union Paciiic 
Chicago & North Western Wabash 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
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